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STATEWIDE PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE PLAN

An Element of the
STATEWIDE LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN
Office of Program Development - Statewide Planning Section

Thisplan is prepared in compliance with the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of
1991 (ISTEA) and the Transportation Equity Act for the Twenty-First Century (TEA-21) in 1998. Section 1025
directs Sate transportation agencies to develop transportation plans and programs, for all areas of the Sate,
which will provide for the development of transportation facilities (including pedestrian walkways and bicycle
transportation facilities) which will function as an intermodal State transportation system. The FHWA
adopted final regulationsin 1993, published as U. S. Code of Federal Regulations, Title 23, Part 450, which
states, in part, that the Statewide Transportation Plan shall “ contain, as an element, a plan for bicycle
transportation, pedestrian walkways and trails which is appropriately inter connected with other modes.”

Thisplan is an element of the Utah Department of Transportation Statewide Long Range
Transportation Plan created to meet these requirements. The mission of the Utah Department of
Transportation isto provide a quality, cost-effective transportation systemthat is safe, reliable,
environmentally sensitive, and serves the needs of the traveling public, commerce and industry Many sources
of information have been referenced and sound engineering and planning principles have been used in
developing this plan. The plan may be updated from time to time as accepted standards and guidelines are
revised or aslocal experiences, federal and state requirements, or transportation studies may dictate.

Complete implementation of the Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan is dependent upon the
availability of funding. Adoption of the plan by the Utah Department of Transportation does not guarantee
adequate financial resourcesto carry out the projects, nor can the Department commit the financial
resources of other agencies or public bodies.

The implementation of good pedestrian facilities and bicycle facilities cannot guarantee the safety
of the user or othersaround the user. This plan cannot ensure that walking and biking will be “ safe”
activities, free of all risksto the participants or motorists. Traffic speed and volume, traffic mix, actions of
motorists, pedestrians and bicyclists, weather and lighting conditions, and the financial and institutional
limitations of constructing and maintaining facilities all have an effect on the risks associated with using
roadways, sidewalks, paths, and trails.

Following accepted standards and practices and ooking for innovative ways to address hazards
will provide facilities that hel p motorists, pedestrians, and bicyclists know what to expect, how to function in
relation to each other, and can significantly improve the transportation environment for all users. The use
of theword “ safe” within this plan refersto a reasonabl e expectation that use of the facilities as intended
will provide a good transportation experience. Key to improving the functional relationship between
motorists, pedestrians, and bicyclistsis providing educational opportunitiesfor all transportation
customers. It isincumbent upon the user to be pro-active in learning the skills needed to use facilities, to
become familiar with the standards for facilities, to determine the best routes for the user’s age, confidence
and skill level, and to obey traffic laws. Assistance isavailable through the Utah Department of
Transportation and other public agencies.

Approved by the Utah Department of Transportation Commission on February 9, 2001.



PART ONE - PLANNING PROCESS AND CONSIDERATIONS

PURPOSE OF THE PLAN - The Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan

provides a framework to guide the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT)
and other public agencies in developing opportunities for walking and bicycling
as clean, safe, convenient, cost-effective, and efficient modes of transportation.

The primary focus of the Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan is on meeting
the needs of people walking and biking to work; walking and biking to access
schools, businesses or community facilities; functioning within an intermodal
transportation system (accessing transit, for example); or using State highways
for tourism. Facilities that qualify for transportation funding must serve a valid
transportation purpose by providing connections between origins and
destinations, rather than being a recreational trail with no transportation function
(such as a closed loop trail within a park or recreation area).

A secondary focus is providing connections to recreational trails. Many paths or
trails used primarily for recreational purposes do have a transportation function
or linkage to the State transportation system. A recreational path may serve a
transportation function by providing bicycle commuting or other non-motorized
transportation opportunities between rural towns. A recreational path having a
transportation linkage would be one that provides an alternate route for tourists
or recreationists who would otherwise walk or ride on a State highway.




II. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE PLAN

The goals of the Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan are:

1. To construct and maintain pedestrian facilities and bicycle facilities that meet
current and expected needs for non-motorized travel and encourage
increased non-motorized travel, including access to transit systems.

2. To provide for the safety of non-motorized and motorized State
transportation system users through sound planning and engineering, good
maintenance, and education.

The objectives for meeting these goals are:
C To identify major pedestrian and bicycle routes;
C To identify and address the existing needs of pedestrians and bicyclists;
C To anticipate and address the future needs of pedestrians and bicyclists;

C To identify and meet the needs of special populations, including the disabled, the
economically disadvantaged, senior adults, children, non-English speaking
residents and tourists, and others that are identified in the public involvement
process;

C To involve the walking, biking, and motoring public in the planning process and to
be responsive to the needs and input of public agencies, private businesses, and
individuals;

C To identify facilities and programs needed to encourage walking and bicycling as
safe, convenient and attractive alternatives to automobile travel, including sources
of financial assistance to local, State and federal agencies for walking and biking
facilities, studies, and programs;

C To identify opportunities for intermodal connections;
C To provide guidance to UDOT planning, design, construction, maintenance,

operations, and safety personnel who develop, provide and maintain facilities for
walking and bicycling;




To facilitate better planning and coordination between UDOT, regional agencies,
and local transportation, recreation, and planning agencies, with the goals of
better integrating major transportation corridors into communities and improving
community design to provide walking and biking access;

To serve as a resource to local communities desiring to plan and implement
pedestrian and bicycle facilities;

To identify and encourage legislative changes needed to improve the safety
and function of walking and bicycling as transportation;

To participate in educational assistance related to walking and biking practices
among children, youth, teens, adults, senior adults and the disabled; for
increasing driver awareness when pedestrians and bicyclists are present; and to
assist public safety and law enforcement agencies through education and
support;

To provide information to residents and tourists using urban and rural highways,
paths, and trails;

To provide a framework for an ongoing program in support of walking and
bicycling activities as modes of transportation.



. NEED AND BASIS FOR THE PLAN

Injuries and Fatalities Related to Walking and Bicycling in the U. S. and Utah:

Approximately 4,900 pedestrians are killed in collisions with motor vehicles each
year (U. S. Department of Transportation (U. S. DOT), 1999), which represents about
11.8 percent of all automobile-related deaths in the U. S. in 1999. The Surface
Transportation Policy Project, Environmental Working Group report that senior citizens
make up 13 percent of the population, but account for 22.1 percent of pedestrian
deaths nationwide; that an average of 567 children ages 15 and under are killed every
year while walking; and that 55 percent of pedestrian fatalities occur on neighborhood
streets and local roads (Mean Streets, April 1997).

Bicyclists ages 15 and under accounted for 214 (28.5 percent) of bicyclist
fatalities. The estimated cost of bicycle-related injuries and deaths for all ages is $8
billion (NHTSA, 1996). The Surface Transportation Policy Project, Environmental
Working Group, and the Bicycle Federation of America released a joint study in May
1997 reporting that an average of 840 bicyclists are killed and 75,000 injured yearly
(Share the Road: Let's Make America Bicycle Friendly, May 1997). This report
guoted a bicyclist fatality rate of 4.1 per 1,000,000 residents in the Salt Lake City-
Ogden area, based on 1986 - 1995 reported fatalities for metropolitan areas with one
million or more people.

At the statewide level in Utah, bicyclist injury data is difficult to represent
accurately, as only crashes involving motor vehicles are reported in the Department of
Public Safety Utah Crash Summary. A number of injuries go unreported and do not
include those that result from trying to avoid crashes with automobiles, bicycle-only
crashes due to poor roadway conditions for bicyclists, or collisions between bicyclists
and pedestrians. The 1999 Crash Summary notes that one pedestrian or bicyclist is
involved in a motor vehicle crash in Utah every 10 hours.

According to the Utah Crash Summary:

C In 1999, pedestrians were involved in 720 crashes with automobiles (1.4% of all
crashes recorded), and 35 pedestrians were killed in motor vehicle crashes,
accounting for 9.7% of Utah’s traffic fatalities.

C In 1999, children between the ages of 0 and 14 years accounted for 274 (33.5%) of
the pedestrians involved in motor vehicle crashes and 10 (or 26.3%) of the
pedestrian fatalities.

» Bicycle-motor vehicle collisions accounted for 804 crashes (1.5% of all crashes) in
1999 with all six of the bicycle fatalities occurring at ages 15 and older.



Appendix F contains the more detailed reference data from the 1999 Utah
Crash Summary, compiled by the Utah Department of Public Safety from information
provided by local law enforcement agencies and collected by the Utah Highway Safety
Office and UDOT.

A plan and development program to improve the safety of travel by pedestrians,
bicyclists and motorists can have a significant impact in reducing injuries and fatalities
while increasing travel options.

Education and Safety

No records of helmet usage are kept for bicyclists as part of crash records in
Utah. The brochure CycleLogic: Use Your Head - Wear a Helmet!, produced by the
Utah Safety Council, Utah Highway Safety Office of DPS, the Salt Lake County Medical
Society Auxiliary/Alliance, Utah Cycle, and Intermountain Health Care, notes that three
out of four of the bicycle and skating related deaths nationwide involve head injury, in
addition to thousands of serious head injuries. Bicycle helmets have been found to
reduce the risk of serious head injury by 85 to 88 percent (NHTSA, 1996). NHTSA
notes that, “Despite the fact that 70 to 80 percent of all fatal bicycle crashes involve
head injuries, only 10 to 15 percent of all bicyclists wear bicycle helmets.”

The Utah Department of Health conducted helmet usage surveillance to
determine the local helmet usage for bicycling. A three-year, statewide observation
was conducted (1994, 1995 and 1996) at nineteen elementary schools selected at
random within three groupings by size of the student population. Over the three years,
3,092 elementary school-age bicyclists were observed, with 1,947 observed at school
sites and 1,145 in neighborhoods near the school sites. The study reports that helmet
use at the school sites increased from 3% in 1994 to 12% in 1996 and in neighborhood
use from 3% in 1994 to 6% in 1996. Correct helmet usage (position of helmet and use
of straps) was reported for 86% of those wearing helmets. The study also included
observations of 490 junior high and high school-age bicyclists in 1994, 106 bicyclists in
1995 and 97 bicyclists in 1996. In the junior high and high school-age categories, only
one bicyclist was observed wearing a helmet each year in 1994 and 1995, and two
bicyclists wore helmets in 1996, representing less than 1% usage
in this age-group overall.

The Health Department surveillance report indicates that, from 1990-1994, there
were 790 hospitalizations in Utah for bicycle-related traumatic brain injuries. Of these,
72% were children and youth ages 19 and under. Of the 3,389 bicycle-related injuries
reported by EMT reports, 70% of the injured were less than 19 years of age. The
report also indicates that helmet usage among children in Utah is below the national
average, with usage in rural areas being significantly lower than in urban



areas. The report concluded that there was evidence that helmet intervention
programs had increased helmet usage at some elementary schools, and that lack of
awareness among parents on the potential for injury and the importance of helmet use
is the primary reason for parents’ failure to purchase helmets for their children.

Since 1987, 15 states have adopted statewide, age-specific bicycle helmet laws
(most covering bicyclists under age 16), and nine additional states have local laws
requiring helmet use. Approximately one-third of the U.S. population is covered by a
mandatory helmet law. NHTSA explains in its fact sheet for the Safe & Sober
Campaign (December 1996) that bicycle-related head injuries are expensive to treat,
because the effects of the injuries can endure throughout a lifetime. NHTSA indicates
that every $10 bike helmet saves the U. S. $30 in direct health care costs and an
additional $365 in societal costs: “In fact, if 85 percent of all child bicyclists wore
helmets every time they rode a bicycle for a year, the lifetime medical cost savings
would total $109 to $142 million.”

Clearly, a high-profile campaign to increase voluntary helmet usage has the
potential to reduce bicyclist fatalities and serious head injuries in Utah. The outstanding
effectiveness of helmets in reducing potential fatalities or life-long debilitation warrants
a strong encouragement effort by State and local agencies. Serious injuries, costs for
medical care and property damage, and fatalities can, however, result from crashes
involving bicyclists wearing helmets. It is important that cyclists learn safe cycling
practices from an early age. Crash prevention, through good facilities and public
education, is critical to improving the overall safety of walking, bicycling and driving. As
a comment received from a Utah citizen stated, the primary focus should be on crash
prevention (education about safe cycling practices), with secondary focus on damage
control (helmet usage).



Walking and Biking - Usage and Demand:

Walking is an integral part of every trip made. We walk from home to car, car
to home, parking areas to businesses, from homes to community activities, and from
homes and businesses to transit stops; children walk to school or to play. Bicycling is
a clean, economic, healthful, and enjoyable way to get from one place to another, and
is increasing in popularity in many areas of the country for both transportation and
recreation.

Communities that have aggressively pursued the goal of providing good facilities
for biking and walking have seen a significant increase in these activities. Utah’s
climate is excellent for walking and biking for most of the year, with winter being the
only season with limited usage due to snow conditions. Even many winter days are
good for walking and bicycling, with dry roads and mild temperatures for outdoor
physical activity. The southern Utah climate can be excellent for walking and biking
year-round.

Walkways and bikeways between businesses, commercial centers, and activity
centers within an urbanized area or rural town can almost eliminate the need for
automobiles for short trips, lunch-hour excursions, and conducting business, and can
reduce the need for short-term and employee parking facilities. Good transportation
facilities legitimize walking and biking as modes of transportation by making these
alternatives reliable and convenient and by reducing hazards that are sometimes
associated with “sharing the road.”

Some limited surveys of pedestrian and bicycle usage within metropolitan
planning areas have been conducted in past years by the Wasatch Front Regional
Council (WFRC), the Mountainland Association of Governments (MAG), and Salt Lake
City. An origin and destination study conducted by the MAG in 1993 helped to identify
high-level areas of pedestrian and bicycle travel within Utah County (“pedestrian friendly
zones”). These zones occurred in accessible neighborhoods with sidewalks and trails,
where residential and major destinations were in close proximity, and where population
densities were comparatively high.

Walking made up the third largest trip category in Utah County, accounting for
ten percent of all trips (single occupant vehicle and vehicle passenger trips were first
and second). Bicycling accounted for four percent of all trips. Some areas had higher
percentages; the MAG created an index for measuring pedestrian and bicycle access,
ranging from one (low) to four (high). Low pedestrian friendliness occurred where
population densities were low, destinations were isolated from people’s homes, and
few or no facilities such as sidewalks existed to accommodate non-motorized trips.
The MAG’s 1996 non-motorized plan for Utah Valley includes extensive development
guidelines, design guidelines, information on traffic calming, and recommendations to
improve the walking and biking friendliness of Utah Valley.
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The Utah Valley Area Technical Study (UVATS) - as part of the MAG regional
planning process - conducted a bicycling survey in Utah County and compiled a report
in 1974. Most of the response came from university students, which probably
accounted for the high rate of bicycling determined from the survey. The numbers,
however, are not the interesting part of this report. The comments received in the
original 1974 report, including the enthusiasm for developing bike paths, the concerns
for safety and driver awareness, and the recommendations of the UVATS report sound
much like the comments received in 1997 - 23 years later.

The Wasatch Front Region Short Range Bicycle Plan (March 1987), prepared
as an update to their 1976 Bicycle Plan, provided an analysis based on the 1980
Census. In 1980, over 1,000 people were commuting to work by bicycle in the Salt
Lake area, with 48 percent having two major destinations: the Central Business District
(CBD) and the University of Utah/Research Park area. The CBD fringe area accounted
for 15 percent of cyclist destinations, with the remaining 37 percent of trips scattered
through the valley. Forty percent of bicycle commuter trips began in the Avenues or
University areas. The average cycling work travel distance was three miles.

Destinations for work trips by cyclists in the Ogden area had concentrations in
the CBD (19 percent) and the Weber State College area (18 percent). Overall, bicycle
work trips accounted for only 0.4 percent of all trips along the Wasatch Front. It was
assumed that the number of bicycles on the streets for recreational purposes exceeded
the number of bicycles used for work trips. A table of Work Trips by Transportation
Mode showed 1,555 work trips by bicycle (0.4 percent), with an average travel time of
13.9 minutes, and 13,863 walking trips (3.5 percent of trips) with an average travel
time of 9.9 minutes. Data on bicycle use in the Wasatch Front was supplemented with
a regional inventory of bicycle facilities through a survey of 41 cities and counties (28
responded). Very few facilities existed (primarily Ogden and Salt Lake City); however,
the Salt Lake City Transportation Office has worked aggressively since that time to
construct an extensive on-road bike lane system within city limits in cooperation with the
Salt Lake City Mayor’s Bicycle Advisory Committee.

In 1993 and 1994, the WFRC conducted a Travel Model Recalibration Study,
using data from a Home Interview Survey. The travel modes included walking, driver of
a car/van/pick-up truck, passenger of a car/van/pick-up truck, UTA bus, other public
transit or taxi, school bus, motorcycle or moped, bicycle, and other. Trips were
analyzed by identifying the origin and destination trip purposes, mode, frequency,
percent, cumulative frequency and cumulative percent. The results were inconclusive
for walking and biking. The WFRC felt that inadequate data were available to
accurately reflect non-motorized trips and bicycle and pedestrian friendliness.
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The methodology report stated:

For the Salt Lake City and Ogden regions, no significant correlation between the
friendliness index and non-motorized trip ends was found. This could be due to
inadequate data for the levels 3 and 4 of the friendliness scale in the existing
condition. Other variables were also investigated including population density
(population per acreage) and employment density. No significant relationship was
found here either. Therefore, before satisfactory relationships between non-
motorized trip ends ratios and the friendliness indices are developed, an interim
forecasting procedure can be used for the Salt Lake City and Ogden regions,
using the non-motorized trip end ratios developed for the Provo/Orem region. For
these two regions, the district level average non-motorized trip end ratios can be
used as the base line conditions. For future forecasting, the zonal average non-
motorized trip end ratios can be adjusted based on the change between the
projected and existing pedestrian/bicycle friendliness, and the relationship
between non-motorized trip end ratios and the friendliness index developed for the
Provo/Orem region.

The report included data tables with district level average non-motorized trip end ratios
for the Salt Lake City, Ogden and Provo/Orem regions in the base year.

Even with these studies, no reliable numbers exist to describe current
participation or how much the demand would increase if good facilities were available
for walking and biking. Much of our bicycle travel on rural highways is by out-of-state
and international tourists using State highways to travel within Utah or across Utah as
they travel across the U. S. Others are using highways as transportation between
towns and recreational mountain-biking trail areas. These highway users would not be
reached even by comprehensive surveys of Utah residents. It is nationally recognized
that determining what demand would be, if well designed facilities were available, is
difficult at best.

We do know that pedestrians and bicyclists are using Utah’s highways for
transportation, recreation and tourism, often without adequate facilities for those
activities. Meeting the needs of these transportation system users is part of UDOT’s
mission. The needs of all transportation system users, including non-motorized, are
balanced using information from the U.S. DOT manual Selecting Roadway Design
Treatments to Accommodate Bicycles, 1994, and from the AASHTO Guide for the
Development of Bicycle Facilities:

1. Bicycle facilities are needed by two types of bicyclists: A (advanced) and B/C
(basic adult and child);

2. Every street on which bicycles are permitted to operate should be designed
and maintained to accommodate shared use by bicycles and motor vehicles. Thus,all
streets should include, at a minimum, the design treatments for group A cyclists;
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3. A supply-driven approach for providing designated bicycle facilities should be
considered, to encourage increased use by B/C riders;

4. Selecting design treatments to meet the needs of B/C cyclists involves two
steps: a planning process to identify key travel corridors and/or routes along which
access is important, and a design decision to identify the most appropriate facility
treatment for a given route or corridor.

The National Bicycling and Walking Study: Transportation Choices for a
Changing America, U. S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway
Administration*:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) commissioned a study and report,
as mandated by the 1991 U. S. Department of Transportation (U. S. DOT)
Appropriations Act, to: 1) determine current levels of bicycling and walking and identify
reasons why they are not better used as a means of transportation; 2) develop a plan
for the increased use and enhanced safety of these modes and identify the resources
necessary to implement and achieve this plan; 3) determine the full costs and benefits
of promoting bicycling and walking in urban and suburban areas; 4) review and evaluate
the success of promotion programs around the world to determine their applicability to
the role required of the U. S. DOT to implement a successful program; and 5) develop
an action plan, including timetable and budget, for implementation of such Federal
transportation policy.

Participants in the study included the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA),
the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA), the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA), the Office of the Secretary of Transportation, State and local
bicycle and pedestrian coordinators, and national bicycling and walking experts. Public
input was solicited through a “Notice and Request for Comments,” published in the
February 1991 Federal Register. A 1991 interim report and 24 case studies
addressing specific areas of research were published prior to the final report.

The study made several recommendations to state and local governments,
including; organizing a bicycle and pedestrian program, planning and constructing need
facilities, promoting bicycling and walking, education bicyclists, pedestrians, and the
public, and enforcing laws and regulations. Although some of the recommendations
made in the study are outside the mission of UDOT, providing safe multimodal
transportation system is a primary responsibility of UDOT. UDOT will also continue to
support other agencies in their efforts to address the other areas, such as education.
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Existing and Needed Facilities and Current Practices - Impacts on
Walking, Biking and Driving in Utah:

The lack of sufficient State funds available for safe sidewalk programs led the
Utah Transportation Commission to establish pedestrian and bicycle projects as a
priority for federal Transportation Enhancements funding. Many communities have
outgrown the rural-standard highways constructed years ago and need sidewalks for
children walking and riding bikes to school and waiting for school buses. Other
communities cite a need for residents, including the elderly, who walk for exercise
and/or to access community facilities.

Many towns have commercial and community facilities located within a good
walking distance of homes; however, the necessity of walking in the right-of-way of
highways where sidewalks are not available discourages people from leaving their cars
at home. Some towns feel that better walking facilities would increase tourism
opportunities and provide an economic benefit. Of the applications received for
Transportation Enhancements, the clear majority have been for bicycle or pedestrian
projects. Even so, few community sidewalk projects are large enough to meet the
requirements for enhancements, so the number of applications for this program do not
adequately reflect community needs for sidewalks.

UDOT does not currently have designated bikeways on most State roads.
Bicycles are allowed to operate as vehicles on most State roads; however, bicyclists
and motorists must share limited space in traffic lanes. Where available, bicyclists ride
on paved shoulders, but may face such safety hazards as debris (silt, gravel, broken
glass), deteriorating pavement edges, uneven concrete gutter/asphalt pavement joints,
and unsafe storm water grates.

On rural and interstate highways, rumble strip design and location may present
hazards or use valuable shoulder space, pushing bicycles toward the traffic lane or
making the avoidance of shoulder hazards difficult. Bridges and underpasses built to
older standards are sometimes too narrow to allow bicyclists to continue travel in the
shoulder, requiring the bicyclists to move into congested or high-speed traffic lanes.
Limited site distances due to terrain may contribute to the hazard of motorized vehicles
overtaking slow-moving bicycles.

Bicyclists often express concern that drivers in Utah have a low level of
awareness for bicycles. Although the Salt Lake City Mayor’s Bicycle Advisory
Committee worked with the Utah Department of Motor Vehicles to significantly revise
the Driver Handbook as it relates to bicycling laws and driver responsibilities near
cyclists, many drivers do not realize that bicyclists are permitted to operate on
roadways with essentially the same rights and responsibilities as drivers of motorized
vehicles. Improved transportation facilities and an educational campaign would
increase the awareness of drivers.
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An important point in the driver awareness campaign is that bicycles are not
restricted to roads with bicycle lanes. With current funding and institutional constraints
for making all roads bicycle-friendly, bike lanes are likely to develop along a few
specific corridors without providing “door-to-door service.” A comprehensive network of
State and local roads, including those roads without designated biking facilities, is
necessary for people to get where they want to go by bicycle. The identification of
high-use corridors and the coordinated planning of State and community transportation
facilities will be necessary to provide a viable network that would encourage greater
bicycle use.

Some oppose the development of designated bike lanes and paths out of fear
that they will be prevented from using other public roadways. Utah does, in fact, have
a “side-path law” that requires cyclists to use a path where one is provided adjacent to,
but separate from, the roadway [U.S.C. 41-6-87. Operation of bicycle or moped on
and use of roadway - Duties, prohibitions. (3)]. Currently, only a handful of states still
have a side-path law, and states are continuing to pursue the repeal of this law in
recognition of bicycling as a transportation option and the conflicts that are created by
mixing skilled cyclists with casual cyclists and pedestrians on shared use pathways.

Driver awareness and cyclist education can improve safety for bicyclists using
wide curb lanes or sharing travel lanes with vehicles. Low-traffic roads and roads with
wide lanes can be comfortably shared without bike lanes or other separate space. On
roads with greater conflicts, facilities such as bike lanes - combined with an increase in
driver awareness and cyclist education - can improve the safety of bicycling by
reducing conflicts at intersections (such as vehicles turning right across the path of
cyclists at intersections) by directing the flow of both cars and bicycles.

Bike lanes may also reduce common bicycling habits that endanger riders and
motorists, such as riding against traffic, weaving in and out of traffic lanes to avoid
hazards and parked cars, shifting between the roadway and sidewalk, and passing
right-turning vehicles on the right (contrary to some arguments, bicyclists are not
required to turn left from bike lanes). Observations in some communities have shown
that automobiles use their designated space more efficiently when bicycles are
provided their own space. Drivers are less likely to cross into adjacent travel lanes to
pass bicycles if a visual space barrier exists to separate the two uses.

Under Utah law, bicyclists may use sidewalks unless posted by approved traffic
control devices. This can be a useful option for young cyclists, but has its own risks.
When communities recognize walking and bicycling as independent activities requiring
their own space and build facilities accordingly, the safety and comfort-level of
pedestrians and cyclists is improved.

The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
(AASHTO) recommends against using sidewalks as shared facilities for pedestrians
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and bicycles (AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 1991). Most
sidewalks are not designed to facilitate both uses safely. Pedestrians feel threatened
by bicycles, and bicycles are impeded by pedestrians. Commuter cyclists are not likely
to use sidewalks as bikeways due to slow travel and multiple conflicts.

Most sidewalks have travel occurring in both directions, which adds to conflicts.
Motorists do not anticipate bicycles moving at faster speeds than pedestrians,
especially when bicycles are traveling counter-flow to traffic. This is particularly
hazardous at commercial driveway entrances, which frequently exist on urban State
roads, as well as at roadway intersections primarily because motorists do not
consistently yield to pedestrians and bicyclists on sidewalks. As mentioned previously,
bicyclists are required under Utah law to use designated bikeways where a path is
provided adjacent to, but separate from, the roadway. Requiring bicycles to use
sidewalks by designating them as bikeways does not adequately serve commuters and
serious cyclists, may reduce pedestrian use, and may increase the risk of injury and
agency liability.

Transportation design and operations practices for State primary and major
arterial highways should favor high-speed, high capacity design elements. Primary and
major arterial facilities typically can be recognized as having no-access or limited
access, and optimum signal spacing at approximately quarter, half, or mile spacing.
These arterial facilities usually are comprised of multiple high-speed travel lanes,
separated turn lanes and wide clear zones. Typically, such facilities are not conducive
for bicycle and pedestrian activities unless suitable separated design can be
incorporated. Urban area high-speed capacity corridors should be individually evaluated
for pedestrian, bicycle and other alternate mode design incorporation consistent with a
demand for local property access.

All planned and programmed corridor improvements on State highways should
consider the incorporation and feasibility of sidewalks or walking paths, bicycle lanes,
paved shoulders, and wide curb lanes for bicycling. The Utah Code states, “Pedestrian
safety considerations shall be included in all state highway engineering and planning
where pedestrian traffic would be a significant factor on all projects within the state or
any of its political subdivisions” [27-14-6. Pedestrian safety to be considered in
highway planning].

Local development codes and restrictions within developments may discourage
walking when connections are not provided between offices, shopping, restaurants, and
residential areas.

Although local governments control land use and development, increased
coordination between State and regional transportation agencies and local planning
agencies would facilitate better community design to improve walking, biking, and
transit access. Long range planning for major transportation corridors should integrate
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the necessary major road networks into communities and, when possible, use designs
that facilitate non-motorized transportation. UDOT can provide assistance to
communities in assessing their walkability and addressing design issues through the U.
S. DOT Pedestrian Safety Roadshow / Walkable Communities program.

BENEFITS OF GOOD WALKING AND BIKEWAY SYSTEMS:

— Walkways and bikeways provide facilities for those who may be “transportation
disadvantaged” in an automobile-based society - i.e., those for whom driving or owning
an automobile is not possible or desirable. An integrated and well-designed system of
facilities offers equal access - available to children, adults, the elderly, people of limited
financial means, and people with physical or other limitations and disabilities. UDOT
cooperates with local agencies in an effort to provide a system that meets needs of
pedestrians and bicyclists with varying skills and abilities.

— Good facilities increase the frequency of walking and biking travel. For example,
in the Chicago area, several census zones containing linear trails average 15.6 percent
of commuter trips by bicycle, compared to one percent for the region as a whole.
Santa Barbara, California, has realized a 48 percent increase in overall bicycling since
1973, or a 19 percent increase when the rate is adjusted to reflect population growth.
Streets in Santa Barbara where painted bike lanes have been added have experienced
a 47 percent increase in bicycle trips; streets without bike lanes have shown a one
percent decrease in bicycle trips.

— Walkways and bikeways can reduce the need for short vehicle trips, reduce
impacts to roadways, and reduce the need for parking facilities. Many short trips to
work, shop, or access community facilities can be accomplished without cars where
facilities enable people to walk or bike. Decreased automobile use relieves urban
congestion, reduces the demand for new or expanded roads, and reduces wear and
maintenance needs on roadways. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
estimates annual costs of congestion at $100 billion. Providing facilities for pedestrians
and bicyclists currently using traffic lanes reduces “side friction” and improves efficiency
in traffic lanes. Safety and comfort of all transportation system users - motorists,
pedestrians, and bicyclists - is improved. Parking areas can accommodate eight
bicycles in the space required for one car. The cost of constructing a new parking
garage is estimated at $14,000 per parking space (UTA, 1997).

- Improving highways for bicycles can increase safety for all travelers. The
National Bicycling and Walking Study notes that the addition of four-foot wide paved
shoulders to rural, two-lane roads has been shown to reduce run-off-road, head-on,
and sideswipe motor vehicle crashes by 29 percent (49 percent reduction with eight-
foot wide shoulders). The study indicates that increased bicycle traffic increases
motorist awareness and may reinforce safety as bicyclists become more accepted as
users of the transportation system. The study cites several examples in which cities
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that have aggressively worked to increase bicycling reported significant decreases in
bicycle-automobile crashes.

. A Pro Bike News article on the May 1997 Share the Road report (by the
Bicycle Federation of America, the Surface Transportation Policy Project, and the
Environmental Working Group) noted a preliminary analysis issued by NHTSA reports
that bicycle fatalities fell by 12 percent and injuries by five percent in 1996 - the year
ISTEA-increased investments were greatest.? Pro Bike News also reported that
Davis, California, has been aggressive in providing bicycling facilities, education and
enforcement, resulting in 20 percent of trips in Davis being made by bicycle, with zero
bicyclist fatalities occurring over the previous ten years.

— Walkways and bikeways make communities more livable. They reestablish
connections, providing balance and a human-scale approach to meeting community
transportation needs. They lend themselves well to landscaping, benches, and transit
access. They promote a sense of “connectedness” within the community and may
discourage personal and property crimes as usage and presence of people increase.
Storefront businesses are easily accessed by walking and biking and may realize
economic benefits from walkways and bikeways®. A number of communities
throughout the country have found that use of bicycle law enforcement patrols has a
positive impact on the incidence of personal and property crime and increases the
comfort level associated with walking in urban areas.

— Walkways and bikeways provide an alternative to automobile travel and lessen
the need for wider, higher capacity, and higher speed roads that can divide a
community and contribute to disconnected or poorly connected, sprawling
developments. While improving traffic flows to serve regional transportation needs,
some roadway improvements result in decreased access for non-motorized
transportation and have the unintended effect of dividing communities. Good planning
helps to appropriately integrate needed high-volume corridors in a way that facilitates,
rather than impedes, walking and biking opportunities.

— Walkways and bikeways can encourage tourism®. Driving and parking in
crowded, unfamiliar urban areas is less attractive than walking between lodging, retall
areas and restaurants, entertainment and historic centers, and community facilities.
Bicycling is a popular tourist activity in the scenic, rural areas of Utah. Numerous
national and state parks, forests, recreation areas and monuments attract people who
enjoy such outdoor activities as hiking, walking, and bicycling.

- Walking and biking are pollution-free. Reducing auto trips improves air quality
and water quality. Salt Lake Valley and Utah Valley are working to achieve and
maintain compliance with national air quality standards. The National Bicycling and
Walking Study (Case Study No. 15 The Environmental Benefits of Bicycling and
Walking, 1992) estimates that biking and walking in the U. S. in 1991 were equivalent
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to between 7.6 and 28.1 billion motor vehicle miles, saving 370 to 1,340 milliongallons
of gasoline and 4.4 to 16.3 million metric tons of exhaust emission air pollution.

- Walking and biking usually replace short distance motor vehicle trips, which

the study notes are the least fuel-efficient and generate the most pollution per mile
traveled. Under the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments, strategies are required within
non-attainment areas to reduce ozone and carbon monoxide emissions. Walking and
biking are approved Transportation Control Measures (TCMSs) for reaching attainment.
Construction and non-construction efforts to increase walking and biking transportation
may qualify under ISTEA for Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) funds.
Bicycle racks were added to 435 of the 530 UTA buses in 1996 using CMAQ and UTA
Section 9 (now Section 5307) transit funds, providing service along the Wasatch Front
from Payson to Brigham City (only ski buses, trolley cars and flex-trans buses were
exempted).

- Particulate emissions and polluting fluids, such as oil, accumulate on roadway
surfaces. Storm water runoff from roadways and parking lots carry these pollutants to
surface waters or to soil surfaces where they may percolate into groundwater
systems. Replacing a percentage of auto travel with non-polluting walking and bicycling
can reduce these non-point source pollutants to our water resources.

- Walking and biking encourage a sense of stewardship for the land. In tourism
areas with recreational walking and biking, interpretive facilities have beneficial
environmental, educational, and social impacts. These may include signs or other
displays on the local ecology, historic value of the area, and the ethics of courteous co-
existence with other users. The addition of well-designed walking and bicycling facilities
can often be accomplished with minimal impacts to the surrounding environment.
Providing paths within sensitive areas such as stream corridors can reduce impacts by
controlling access and give damaged areas a chance to recover.

- The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention has determined that moderate
levels of exercise can have significant benefits to overall health and the prevention of
disease. This is supported by Physical Activity and Health: A Report of the Surgeon
General, July 1996. Walking is one of the most popular forms of exercise in the
nation, and is often recommended for those who cannot participate in more strenuous
exercise. Walking and biking allow many people to meet their transportation needs
while exercising to improve and maintain their physical health and emotional well-being.

- Communities have realized an increase in property values with the incorporation
of walking and bicycling facilities - including bike lanes, sidewalks and trail systems.
Access to trails is a desirable amenity in residential areas. In a 1994 study by
American Lives (a research firm serving the real estate industry), home buyers ranked
trail access as third among 39 crucial factors in their home-purchasing
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decisions.®> Only “community designs that deliver low traffic and quiet streets” and
“lots of natural, open space” were ranked higher.

- Business parks often include more on-site open space and trail systems to
improve access for their employees and customers and to encourage exercising as
part of employee wellness programs. Some communities use traffic-calming
techniques to improve the environment for pedestrians on local roads. These
communities have found improved “pedestrian-friendly zones” to be of greater value to
their residents and businesses than road improvements to move traffic more rapidly.

NATIONAL LEGISLATION, REGULATIONS AND POLICIES:

Several national policy statements regarding the provision of walking and
bicycling facilities have been issued by Congress, the U. S. Department of
Transportation (DOT), the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and by the
American Association of State Transportation and Highway Officials (AASHTO). These
have “a direct bearing on the nature of the vision and actions to be put forth by State
DOT and MPO [Metropolitan Planning Organization] bicycle and pedestrian plan
elements.”

National Transportation Policy - statement issued by the U. S. Department of
Transportation in 1990 titled, Moving America, states:

It is Federal transportation policy to: Promote increased use of bicycling, and
encourage planners and engineers to accommodate bicycle and pedestrian
needs in designing transportation facilities for urban and suburban areas.

Federal Highway Administration Bicycle and Pedestrian Policy - stated by Federal
Highway Administrator, Thomas Larson, in 1991 and in a May 1991 FHWA Policy
Memo referring to the National Transportation Policy statement:

The FHWA is committed to working with the States to encourage their (non-
motorized modes) use and make them safer.

May 1991 policy memo:
| strongly support this important element of the National Transportation Policy

and request the full support of the field offices in cooperation with the State
highway and transportation agencies to achieve these important objectives.
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Bicyclists and pedestrians are legitimate users of the transportation system,
and FHWA has a responsibility to provide for their transportation needs.

| am specifically asking that the field offices ensure that full consideration is
given to the safe accommodation of bicycle and pedestrian traffic on all
Federal-aid highway projects.

Federal Highway Administrator, Rodney E. Slater, issued an updated bicycle and
pedestrian policy statement in May 1994, that included the statement:

The ISTEA requires the development of statewide and metropolitan
transportation plans. The inclusion of bicycle and pedestrian elements in these
transportation plans is essential.

Policy on Bicycle and Pedestrian Projects - FHWA Memorandum, May 1991, and
references above are the basis for FHWA-RD-92-073, Selecting Roadway Design
Treatments to Accommodate Bicycles, which states that the two basic policy
alternatives for the Federal policy goal for bicycle use are:

(1) to accommodate current bicycle use and/or (2) to increase the level of use.
A review of recent policy statements by Congress, the U. S. Department of
Transportation, and the Federal Highway Administration makes it clear that the
Federal policy goal for bicycling is to accommodate current use and to
encourage increased use, while enhancing safety.

AASHTO Bicycle Policy - the Guide to the Development of Bicycle Facilities includes
the following AASHTO policy statement:

To varying extent, bicycles will be ridden on all highways where they are
permitted. All new highways, except those where bicyclists will be legally
prohibited, should be designed and constructed under the assumption that they
will be used by bicyclists.

Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991 - Sections 1024 and
1025 amended Section 134 and 135, respectively, of Title 23, United States Code
(U.S.C.), to require that States and Metropolitan Planning Organizations develop
transportation plans and transportation improvement programs which consider and
include, as appropriate, bicycle and pedestrian projects and programs:

Such plans and programs shall provide for the development of transportation

facilities (including pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation facilities)
which will function as...(1024) an intermodal transportation system for the
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State, the metropolitan areas, and the Nation...(1025) an intermodal State
transportation system...Each State shall undertake a continuous transportation
planning process which shall, at a minimum, consider the following: ...(3)
Strategies for incorporating bicycle transportation facilities and pedestrian
walkways in projects where appropriate throughout the State.

Code of Federal Regulations - Final regulations implementing these requirements were
published in the Federal Register on October 28, 1993, by the FHWA and the Federal
Transit Administration (FTA) as 23 CFR Part 450:

23 CFR 450.214, “Statewide transportation plan,” states that the Statewide
transportation plan shall (3) Contain, as an element, a plan for bicycle
transportation, pedestrian walkways and trails which is appropriately
interconnected with other modes;

23 CFR 450.216, “Statewide transportation improvement program (STIP)”
states: In addition the STIP shall: (6) Contain all capital and non-capital
transportation projects (including transportation enhancements, Federal lands
highway projects, trails projects, pedestrian walkways, and bicycle
transportation facilities), or identified phases of transportation projects....

23 CFR 450.322, “Metropolitan transportation planning process: Transportation
plan,” states: In addition the plan shall: (2) Identify adopted congestion
management strategies including, as appropriate, traffic operations,
ridesharing, pedestrian and bicycle facilities...and (3) Identify pedestrian
walkway and bicycle transportation facilities in accordance with 23 U.S.C.
217(9g).

23 CFR 450.324, “Transportation Improvement Program: General,” states: (f)
The TIP shall include: (1) All transportation projects, or identified phases of a
project, (including pedestrian walkways, bicycle transportation facilities and
transportation enhancement projects) within the metropolitan area proposed for
funding under title 23, U.S.C.,....

The Transportation Equity Act for the Twenty-First Century (TEA-21), June 1998,
amended and built upon provisions of ISTEA to continue the integration of bicycling and
walking into transportation and enhancing the ability of communities to invest in safe
and convenient walking and bicycling travel. Section 1202 states that:

Bicyclists and pedestrians shall be given due consideration in the planning
process...and that bicycle facilities and pedestrian walkways shall be
considered, where appropriate, in conjunction with all new construction and
reconstruction of transportation facilities except where bicycle use and walking
are not permitted.
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Other TEA-21 changes in policy and program provisions are described in the
FHWA publication A Summary: Bicycle and Pedestrian Provisions of the Federal-Aid
Program, as Amended by the Transportation Equity Act for the 21% Century’. Some of
the provisions of particular note are:

Each State is required to fund a Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator position in
its State Department of Transportation to promote and facilitate the increased
use of nonmotorized transportation, including developing facilities for the use
of pedestrians and bicyclists and public educational, promotional, and safety
programs for using such facilities.

TEA-21 defines a bicycle transportation facility as “a new or improved lane,
path, or shoulder for use by bicyclists and a traffic control device, shelter, or
parking facility for bicycles. The definition of a pedestrian includes not only a
person traveling by foot but also “any mobility impaired person using a
wheelchair.”

Transportation plans and projects shall also consider safety and contiguous
routes for bicyclists and pedestrians.

The Secretary shall not approve any project or take any regulatory action that
will result in the severance of an existing major route, or have an adverse
impact on the safety of nonmotorized transportation traffic and light
motorcycles, unless such project or regulatory action provides for a reasonable
alternate route or such a route already exists.

When a highway bridge deck - on which bicyclists are permitted or may
operate at each end of the bridge - is being replaced or rehabilitated with
Federal funds, safe accommodation of bicycles is required unless the
Secretary of Transportation determines that this cannot be done at a
reasonable cost.

When improvements to at-grade railway-highway crossings are being
considered, bicycle safety must be taken into account.

The transportation planning process is carried out with the active and ongoing
involvement of the public, affected public agencies, and transportation providers.

TEA-21 also directs FHWA to develop facility design guidance on the various
approaches to accommodating bicycles and pedestrian travel, in cooperation with
AASHTO, the Institute of Transportation Engineers, and other interested organizations,
by December 1999. The guidance will include recommendations on amending and
updating AASHTO policies relating to highway and street design standards to
accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians.
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V. STATEWIDE PLANNING ACTIVITIES AND ISSUES

The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) is the agency which houses the
Pedestrian and Bicycle Planning Program for the State of Utah. ISTEA mandates that
State transportation agencies designate a pedestrian/bicycle coordinator. Prior to
1995, this mandate was fulfilled within UDOT by designating part-time pedestrian and
bicycle planning activities as a portion of the workload for a full-time staff member. In
September 1995, UDOT designated a full-time, senior level, professional planning
position of Bicycle and Pedestrian Planner. References from the U. S. Code and the
Code of Federal Regulations for statewide pedestrian and bicycle planning can be
found within this document in Section Ill. Need and Basis for the Plan.

The Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan was developed as an element of the
Statewide Long Range Transportation Plan (SLRP), which incorporates the Statewide
Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan by reference. The SLRP text includes a brief discussion
of non-motorized transportation and references the development of the Statewide
Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan.

The Statewide Long Range Transportation Plan identifies the goals for
Utah’s non-motorized transportation system as providing the opportunity for a
safe, quality pedestrian and bicycle transportation experience that will serve the
needs of the traveling public, including:

1. Develop a statewide pedestrian and bicycle friendly transportation
network that can be used for transportation trips.

2. Provide facilities, amenities, and awareness programs to increase the
total number of trips made by walking and bicycling.

3. Reduce the percentage of pedestrians and bicyclists killed or injured in
traffic crashes.

In addition to the Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan document, a map of bicycling
suitability characteristics for rural State highways is being planned by UDOT to assist
bicyclists in determining a route suitable for their interests and bicycling skills. This
map, while intended for assistance to touring cyclists, will also provide a beginning point
for a more detailed inventory of bicycling conditions that can assist in identifying
highways that need improvements to accommodate bicycles. An inventory of
pedestrian facilities is being planned and will be expanded through additional input from
local agencies, school districts, UDOT Regions and citizens. These inventories are
supplemental to the Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan.
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Facilities Considerations - The Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan is the first
plan UDOT has published specific to walking and biking facilities. It has, therefore,
been developed with flexibility, emphasizing guidelines and recommendations rather
than strict standards. The plan provides guidance to UDOT in planning, designing,
constructing or reconstructing, operating, and maintaining facilities within the State
transportation system, with the goals of making the State system accessible to walking
and bicycling as transportation modes and accommodating recreational and tourism
users of State highways.

Special Needs - Special needs identified for further development include design
considerations for: 1) mountainous terrain, canyons, or other topographically
constrained areas, beyond design considerations of the AASHTO Guide for the
Development of Bicycle Facilities; 2) sensitive environments, beyond the AASHTO
Guide; 3) pavement loading and structures, to reduce costs while maintaining safety
and long-term viability; and 4) adaptive hand-cyclists (three-wheeled bikes adapted for
use by the disabled).

Two other needs that warrant further research include 5) railroad crossings and
other access issues for non-motorized trails, and 6) use of bike lanes, roadways and
sidewalks by in-line skaters. Due to liability concerns, the railroads in Utah are hesitant
to allow at-grade crossings of their lines by trails, which could hinder completion of
some regional trails systems or increase costs if grade separations are obligatory.
Highway crossings of rail-trails or other non-motorized systems is also a difficult issue.
In addition, the question of whether to restrict or allow use of on-road bike lanes or
pedestrian sidewalks by in-line skaters being debated nationwide.

Use of the AASHTO Guide - UDOT has adopted the AASHTO Guide for the
Development of Bicycle Facilities for use in the design, implementation, and
maintenance of the transportation system. New construction, reconstruction, and
maintenance activities on the state system and on state and federally funded projects
are to be done in accordance with the most recently adopted edition of the Guide.

Design exceptions to the recommendations of the AASHTO Guide need to be
processed and approved in the same manner as is done for exceptions to the AASHTO
Policy on Geometric Design of Highway and Streets. UDOT also encourages local
agencies to use and adhere to the recommendations of the AASHTO Guide for
facilities within their jurisdiction, in order to provide continuity in the overall
transportation system.
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Safety and Liability Issues - Concerns have been expressed, by UDOT and local
agency staff, about liability associated with providing bicycling facilities or encouraging
use of roadways by bicyclists through signing and designating routes. Providing biking
facilities does carry a certain responsibility, as does providing roadways for motorized
vehicles and pedestrian facilities. Following accepted standards and guidelines,
including those of the AASHTO Guide, can improve the safety of bicycle facilities and
reduce risk of liability claims.

As with other transportation facilities, construction or designation
of facilities is an invitation to use those facilities and does carry a
commitment for ongoing maintenance and repair.

New and upgraded facilities designed to reduce pedestrian-bicyclist-motorist
conflicts will improve the safety and efficiency of the entire transportation system.
Improved safety means fewer crashes and injuries. The Pedestrian and Bicycle
Planning office enlisted the participation of UDOT Loss Control and State of Utah
Department of Risk Management throughout the pedestrian/bicycle planning process.

Non-Facilities Considerations - The UDOT statewide pedestrian and bicycle planning
program also addresses safety and use issues that do not involve design, construction
and maintenance activities.
These include:
< motorist awareness of pedestrians, pedestrian conveyances, and bicyclists;
< education on laws, and tips for safe travel behavior for pedestrians,
bicyclists, parents of child bicyclists, and motorists;
increased awareness about bicycle helmet usage, with the goals of
promoting and achieving helmet use;

< legislative changes to facilitate walking and biking and to increase safety;

< operations, such as special events permits and pedestrian/bicycle use of
interstate highways;

< enforcement of laws (information and guidance for State and local public
safety and law enforcement agencies).
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Other State of Utah agencies that participate in elements of planning, implementing, or
improving the safety of walking and biking include:

the Department of Public Safety, Highway Safety Office and Highway Patrol;
the Department of Health, Violence and Injury Prevention Program;

the Department of Natural Resources, Parks and Recreation Division;

the Department of Environmental Quality, Air Quality Division;

the Office of Education; and

the Governor’s Council on Physical Fithess and Health.

N NN N NN

Other participants are:

« the Utah Safety Council, which participates in committee work addressing
policies, legislation, and education and makes publications available to the
general public; and

« Operation Lifesaver, which educates the public nationwide about railroad
crossing safety for motorists, pedestrians and bicyclists.

EVALUATING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PLAN

Considerable guidance is provided for the statewide planning and
implementation processes in the U. S. DOT publication Bicycle and Pedestrian
Planning Under ISTEA, June 1994, referenced in various sections of this plan. The
state will continue to evaluate the Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan, and UDOT’s
success in implementing projects and programs, in reference to this guidance to
address Utah’s walking and biking needs.

Evaluation tools may include:
< identifying other corridors on current walking and biking activities;

< periodically evaluating increases in walking and biking and changes in the
numbers of crashes, injuries and fatalities;

< evaluating changes in miles of sidewalks, paths, bike lanes, wide curb lanes,
storm drains retrofitted, railroad crossing improvements, sidewalk continuity
between origins and destinations, and bicycle parking areas provided; and

< reviewing public feedback through comment cards, questionnaires, email,
letters, phone calls, and personal contacts.
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DOCUMENTS RELATED TO THE Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan:

The Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan is a part of the Statewide Long
Range Transportation Plan (SLRP). The SLRP outlines UDOT’s 20-year program for
accomplishing a multi-modal transportation system through planning, design,
construction, maintenance, and operations, and is updated every few years. Included in
the SLRP is a Highway Needs Assessment that is updated annually. The Highway
Needs Assessment includes capacity projects and major construction projects, but
does not currently include sidewalks or bicycle facilities unless they are part of these
larger projects.

Projects identified for concept development and programming of funds are found
in the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), which is updated
annually. This is a five-year program, with three years of funded projects.

Documents that are referred to and incorporated into the Statewide Pedestrian
and Bicycle Plan by reference include the most currently approved versions of:

* Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD),

« AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities,

 U. S. DOT'’s Selecting Roadway Design Treatments to Accommodate Bicycles,

» Utah Code,

e« AASHTO Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets,

* UDOT’'s Manual and Specifications on School Crossing Zones (Supplement to
Part VIl of the MUTCD),

* UDOT Metric Standard Drawings, and

* Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan and Map elements approved by the Wasatch Front
Regional Council, the Mountainland Association of Governments, and the Cache
Metropolitan Planning Organization.

The authority for preparing the plan is derived from the federal Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991, as amended by the Transportation
Equity Act of the Twenty-First Century, 1998. The Utah Code provides the legislative
framework at the State level by identifying the rights and responsibilities of pedestrians,
bicyclists, and motorists in relation to each other (see Appendix C).
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT for the Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan

Utah is one of five states selected nationwide to pilot a new initiative in
transportation development. Under this initiative, UDOT is committed to approach
transportation decision-making based on pro-active communication with the public and
all transportation stakeholders throughout the planning, design, construction, and
maintenance phases of projects and programming.

To achieve pro-active public involvement at all stages of planning and
programming, UDOT is committed to:

¢

Promote an active role for the public and all transportation stakeholders in
developing transportation plans, programs, and projects from the early stages of
the planning process through detailed project development; construction and
maintenance;

Promote the shared obligation of the public, all transportation stakeholders
and decision makers to define goals and objectives for the State
transportation system, to identify transportation and related problems, to
develop alternatives to address the problems, and to evaluate alternatives on
the basis of collaboratively identified criteria;

Ensure that the public is actively involved in developing public involvement
procedures themselves in ways that go beyond just commenting on drafts;

Aggressively seek to identify and involve affected and interested persons,
including those traditionally under served by existing transportation systems
and facilities;

Use combinations of different public involvement techniques designed to
meet the diverse needs of the general public;

Participate in outreach, training, and technical assistance programs, using
information provided by Federal agencies on effective public involvement
procedures;

Include effective public involvement in the annual statewide planning work
program;

Provide a periodic review of the public involvement process effectiveness to
ensure the process provides full and open access to everyone;

Revise the process as necessary.
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The public involvement process for developing and implementing the Statewide
Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan has included a number of activities to inform, educate, and
solicit input to the plan document and map. This included use of printed informational
fliers, comment post cards, user questionnaires, annual open houses for Statewide
Planning, Transportation Fairs, articles for newsletters, press releases, media and
press contacts resulting in newspaper articles, use of the UDOT Internet web site,
promoting recognition through the Governor’s Office (Bike Month), meeting with local
agencies, presentations to special interest groups and professional groups, and direct
public contact through special events, such as the UTA Bike Bonanza.

A representative listing of public involvement tools and activities for the
Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan development process is included in Appendix E.
Continuing efforts include an analysis and report on the questionnaire submittals and
continued efforts to identify needs and concerns for future plan updates,
implementation of the plan, and general customer service. Questionnaires and
comment cards are accepted on an ongoing basis to assist in monitoring program
needs and problems.

V. REGIONAL AND LOCAL PLANNING, ADVOCACY, AND TRANSIT
REGIONAL METROPOLITAN PLANNING:

Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) are designated to do regional
transportation planning for metropolitan areas, including congestion management,
conformity with air quality regulations, long range facility planning, and programming of
funds. Any urbanized area with a population exceeding 200,000 is also defined as a
Transportation Management Area. The three metropolitan planning organizations (see
map) currently established within Utah include:

C Mountainland Association of Governments - for the Utah County metropolitan
area;

C Wasatch Front Regional Council - for the Salt Lake, Davis, and Weber County
(Ogden) metropolitan areas; and

C Cache MPO - for the Logan metropolitan area.

ISTEA requires MPOs to develop pedestrian and bicycle elements of their
transportation plans. U. S. Code and CFR references on MPO requirements under
ISTEA 1991, can be found in Section IV. of this document. Requirements to prepare a
long range plan and Transportation Improvement Plan to provide for the development,
integrated management and operation of a multi-modal transportation system were
carried through in Section 1202 of TEA-21.
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The following regional activities are planned, in process, or recently completed:

The Mountainland Association of Governments(MAG) approved the Utah Valley
Non-Motorized Transportation System plan. The plan was developed with guidance
from a committee representing public agencies, city trails committees, and advocates.
The comprehensive plan document includes a description of existing conditions and
travel behavior, Citizen Advisory Committee vision and goals, a description of a grade-
separated trails program, trail location and construction standards, standards for
pedestrian friendly zones, bicycle roadway improvements, traffic calming techniques,
ADA compliance, signs and maps, and trail benefits and safety. The plan focuses on
development of a grade-separated trail system and includes maps of proposed
regional (intercommunity) connections, and addresses on-road systems.

The Wasatch Front Regional Council(WFRC) began an update of the Salt Lake
and Southern Davis County Regional Bikeways Map and Plan update in 1996. The
WFRC conducted meetings between public agency representatives from Point-of-the-
Mountain to Farmington. The WFRC and UDOT combined efforts to meet individually
with each city and Salt Lake and Davis County representatives to identify regional
routes to connect communities along the Wasatch Front. The Ogden area bicycle plan
update was initiated in late 1997. A draft bikeways map for each area was approved
by the Council as an element of the Regional Long Range Transportation Plan in late
1998.

The WFRC’s mapping efforts included small-area meetings, with several
adjoining communities in each meeting, to work out connection issues. State roads are
shown on the WFRC map at the request of local communities and must be evaluated
by UDOT Region Traffic Engineers for their respective areas. The WFRC plans to
further refine the map with input from the local communities and display overlays of
existing facilities, five-year plan facilities, and 20-year plan facilities.

The Cache Metropolitan Planning Organization(CMPOQO) established a Bicycle
and Pedestrian Plan Advisory Committee and hired a consultant team to assist the
committee in the development of a Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, as part of the CMPO’s
Long Range Transportation Plan update.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan and Map elements approved by MPOs are
incorporated into the Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan by reference.
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LOCAL PLANNING AND ADVOCACY - A number of cities and counties within Utah
have pursued some level of effort for incorporating walking and bicycling into their
communities. Three primary areas of focus are:

1) Tourism and Economic Development - primarily promotional activities to
attract tourism travel by bicyclists, through travel brochures or Bicycle Utah
membership;

2) Engineering, Transportation, or Public Works Departments - for on-road

bicycle lanes and pedestrian facilities;

3) Parks and Recreation or Planning Departments - for recreational trails.

Local efforts, which are at varied stages from one community to another, include
promoting tourism-related activities; creating citizen or technical committees;
incorporating routes into transportation or park master plans; developing focus groups;
applying for ISTEA or CMAQ funds; or constructing facilities. Local government
projects have received federal funds from UDOT under the Transportation
Enhancements program, or through the MPOs under the Congestion Mitigation and Air
Quality program, both of which are components of ISTEA 1991 and TEA-21.

Funds have also been made available through the State trails program approved
by the Legislature and through the non-motorized trail fund that has been a component
of both ISTEA and TEA-21. Both funds are administered by the Department of Natural
Resources.

TRANSIT PLANNING FOR WALKING AND BIKING ACCESS - The Utah Transit
Authority(UTA) has been the primary agency responsible for promoting transportation
alternatives and for planning intermodal connections for walking-transit and biking-
transit trips. In 1996, UTA equipped 435 of its 530 buses with bicycle racks in two
phases. CMAQ funds paid for the first phase, with UTA providing the matching funds.
Because the racks were available only on limited routes, UTA added racks to their
remaining buses, providing service along the Wasatch Front from Payson (at the
southern end of the service area) to Brigham City (at the northern end of the service
area) using UTA Section 9 (5307) transit funds. The 95 buses that were exempted
from the program were ski buses, trolley cars, and flex-trans buses.

Each on-bus bike rack carries two bicycles. UTA conducts a one-day count of
weekday bike boardings each month and one weekend per month. In August 1997,
UTA carried 7,720 bikes, with a typical weekday usage of 315 bikes. In January 1998,
when low numbers were anticipated due to snow and cold, UTA carried 150 bikes per
day. Usage has continued to increase. Summer 1998 figures showed a weekday use
of 659 bikes per day in June, 805 bikes per day in July and 949 per day in August.
Late fall showed weekday bike boardings as 835 per day in November and 949 per
day in December. Weekend counts are considerably lower.
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The high weekday counts for on-bus bike boardings indicates that bike-transit
travel is a viable year-round commuter transportation mode for northern Utahns. Bicycle
parking will be incorporated into light-rail station plans; including serpentine racks at all
locations and a few covered parking units at key transfer points. Additional covered
units may be added in the future, based on demand and available funding. Access to
light-rail cars for bicycles is allowed. Bus stops that block bicycle lanes and bus pull-
outs that have buses crossing bike lanes create conflicts between biking and transit.
For this reason, routes that have no or few buses are desirable for less experienced
riders. However, for bicycle commuters that need access to transit, on-road bicycle-
compatible connections to transit routes are important. Future commuter rail plans
should also consider bicycle access as well as pedestrian and ADA access.

VI. RECOMMENDATIONS: Needs Assessment, Planning, Implementation
A. PEDESTRIAN INVENTORY

UDOT'’s Pedestrian and Bicycle Planning office is compiling and will
periodically update a comprehensive inventory to assess pedestrian planning needs.
Identified pedestrian needs should be included in Corridor Plans for State highways.

The inventory includes existing facilities, areas with sidewalk discontinuity, and
areas needing new sidewalks, rehabilitation or replacement of existing sidewalks, or
retrofitting for greater accessibility. Sources of information include cities and counties,
UDOT Regions, and comments received as input to the Statewide Planning process
and to the Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Planning process. Some cities have
begun inventorying sidewalk availability and sidewalk needs. Other sources of
information for the inventory include school districts (which must identify routes for
children walking and biking to school as part of each school’s transportation safety
plan), the UDOT walking and biking questionnaire and comment cards used for input to
the plan, funding applications for pedestrian projects, and information compiled through
direct contacts between the Regions and Pedestrian/Bicycle Planner and individual
communities.

The questionnaire and comment card developed for public input to the
Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan have generated numerous bicycle-related
responses, but very little information on pedestrian needs. A particular challenge with
pedestrians is that they have little or no organizational structure as a group. People do
not always think of walking as an activity with special needs; everyone is a pedestrian,
and yet walkers are not “organized” (contrasted with local and national bicycle clubs];
and walkers do not have an industry representing their interests (contrasted with the
bicycle shop industry).
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The State Pedestrian/Bicycle Coordinators from across the U. S., coordinators
from local agencies with active programs nationwide, and private industry
representatives are members of the Association of Pedestrian and Bicycle
Professionals (APBP). This networking group was organized in recent years as a
resource for professionals working to further the interests of pedestrians and cyclists
within their communities. The U. S. DOT also provides technical support. However,
efforts to identify pedestrian constituents and their needs must occur within the
individual states.

UDOT will work to develop more useful approaches and tools to involve
pedestrians in the inventory and planning process. In 1999, funding was made
available through FHWA for training State pedestrian/bicycle coordinators for the U. S.
DOT Pedestrian Safety Roadshow (Walkability Workshop); UDOT patrticipated in this
training. This program is designed to provide tools to individual cities and towns for
developing walkable communities. Resource materials and planning assistance are
available to communities through UDOT and FHWA. FHWA will also develop
pedestrian facility guidance under TEA-21.

B. BICYCLING INVENTORY

The highway bicycling suitability characteristics map being developed for touring
cyclists using rural highways will serve as the beginning point for a detailed inventory of
needed improvements for safe bicycling on Utah highways. The suitability map, in
order to be a usable scale for tourists, must be very generalized. Sections of shoulder
width, for example, may not be entirely continuous. Roads with shoulders may have
squeeze points where structure widths do not reflect highway shoulders. UDOT
inventory and classification data for State highways are sources of information on
highway characteristics. As with the Pedestrian Inventory, local agencies, UDOT
Regions, School Districts, funding applications, and public input will be sources of
information on bicycle facility needs. The bicycling inventory will be an attachment to
the Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan and will be updated on an ongoing basis.
Identified bicycle facility needs should be included in Corridor Plans for State highways.

C. FUNDING

Funding is a serious issue for successful implementation of the Statewide
Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan and for regional and local plans, as well. Improvements
for walking and biking must compete, in many instances, with other transportation
projects that may take higher priority. UDOT Region offices expressed concern during
the development of the statewide plan about funding shortfalls and the ability to take on
not only new construction requirements, but additional maintenance requirements to
better accommodate pedestrians and bicycles.



Traditional sources of funding include federal appropriations through various
transportation funding categories, State legislative appropriations for transportation
programs, and local government funds. Nontraditional funding sources (private
donations, public/private partnerships) should be further explored for benefit/cost with
respect to revenues generated, cost of administering the program, feasibility and
acceptability, need for enabling legislation, and other considerations.

For the purpose of funding, walking and biking facilities may be grouped into two
categories:

1) Facilities that serve a valid transportation purpose by providing a
connection between origins and destinations (for example, connect
neighborhoods, shopping areas, industrial areas, employment and service
areas, schools, recreational areas, transit stops, connect with other trails
or facilities, or provide tourism transportation). Trails funded through
programs requiring FHWA or FTA approval, except for those listed below
in paragraph 2, must be included in statewide plans and, if within a
metropolitan planning area, MPO plans. These must be for
non-motorized use only, except for motorized wheelchairs, maintenance
vehicles, and snowmobiles where allowed by State or local regulations.
Unless a facility serves a significant regional function, pedestrian and
bicycle projects may be able to be grouped together for funding
purposes.

2) Recreational trails with no transportation function (for example, a closed
loop trail within a park or recreation area). Recreational trails without a
transportation function may be funded through the National Recreational
Trails Fund Act (NRTFA). Projects to be funded through the NRTFA have
requirements related to the Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor
Recreation Plan (SCORP). Questions on funding recreational trails with
NRTFA funds should be referred to the State Trails Coordinator in the
Utah Department of Natural Resources, Parks and Recreation Division.

An informational questionnaire used for public input during the development of
the Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan included a question to ascertain the public’s
attitudes about paying for accommodations for pedestrians and bicyclists and their
opinions on suitable funding mechanisms. Most of the comments received applied to
bicycling. Some funding options suggested through citizen comments were:

C Use gasoline taxes generated by motor vehicles; use transportation funds

already made available for highways; designate a percentage of federal
highway funds for bicycling facilities; construct facilities while
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constructing, upgrading or maintaining highways. Justifications offered_by
commenters: most bicyclists also drive cars and pay these taxes; cars create
congestion and should help pay for measures such as bicycle lanes and paths
that reduce congestion; cars create air pollution and should pay for solutions for
non-polluting transportation alternatives.

C Place a surcharge or tax on the sales of bicycles and accessories to help
fund bicycle facilities. Justification offered by commenters: cyclists should
help pay for facilities designed specifically for their use.

C Charge a registration fee for bicycles, similar to vehicle registration, and
use the revenue generated to pay for bicycle facilities. Justification
offered by commenters included the “user fee” as for taxing the sale of
bicycles, above.

C Sponsor special cycling rallies, bike-to-work days or other special events
with registrations that generate revenue to be used for bicycle facilities.

. Cycling and walking have benefits for everyone (participants or not), so
costs should be borne from the general fund.

. Save the cost of public-funded, special-design bicycle facilities and use
wide curb lanes; educate bicyclists to become competent to use the
roadways.

Most comments received during public review of the draft plan opposed taxes or fees
charged to bicyclists. Commenters felt that these charges would discourage people
from using bicycling as an alternative to automobiles. They also felt these charges
would impact families, as well as economically disadvantaged adults who bicycle as an
affordable option to owning a car, possibly in violation of Title 6 of the Civil Rights Act.
Some felt that cyclists are already making a personal sacrifice of time and convenience
by choosing an alternative commuting mode and should not be further penalized. Some
indicated that bicycles do not cause damage to roadways the way cars and trucks do
and should not bear the same costs. A number of people pointed out that most
bicyclists also drive cars and pay gas taxes. It was also pointed out that pedestrians,
as a user group, are not charged a special tax for sidewalks and that bicyclists also
should not be charged a special tax.

FEDERAL FUNDING SOURCES:

All the major funding programs created under ISTEA and available under TEA-
21 include walking and bicycling facilities and programs as eligible activities.® TEA-21
also created some new funding opportunities.® Most federally funded projects and
activities require a 20 percent State or local match, with some exceptions.
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National Highway System (NHS) - Under ISTEA, Congress authorized
expenditures for a proposed National Highway System, including 42,000 miles of
Interstate highways and 113,000 miles of roads identified by States based on
importance to the national and regional economy and their connectivity. Bicycle
transportation facilities and pedestrian walkways are eligible activities for NHS funds
under two categories: 1) facilities that are an incidental part of a larger NHS project
(within the right-of-way of the highway and constructed at the same time as the larger
project), and 2) facilities that are constructed adjacent to an NHS route but are built as
an independent project. NHS funds are administered by UDOT. They can also be
transferred to the Surface Transportation Program by the State.

Surface Transportation Program (STP) - Congress authorized a broadly
defined STP program, giving States the flexibility to invest in a variety of transportation
activities. These activities include highways, transit, transportation demand
management, and safety. Pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation facilities are
specifically listed as eligible activities, and include the provision of sidewalks and
crosswalks, bike lanes, trails, bicycle parking, and modification of public sidewalks to
comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act, as well as non-construction projects
(maps, brochures, public service announcements) related to safe walking and biking
and the salaries of the ISTEA-mandated position of State Pedestrian and Bicycle
Coordinator. A description of surface transportation funding sources available to UDOT
and an explanation of the planning and programming (appropriation of funds) processes
are included in the Statewide Long Range Transportation Plan, 1995.

Transportation Enhancement(TE) - Ten percent of STP funds must be
allocated to a range of specific types of projects known as Transportation
Enhancements. Three of these eligible activities are pedestrian and bicycle related.
The first category allows projects that provide physical facilities, they may be bicycle-
only, pedestrian-only or shared use, the second allows conversion of abandoned
railroad corridors to trails and the third allows safety and education programs for
pedestrians and bicyclists that are completed within a specific time period. A local
match of 20 percent is required for pedestrian and bicycle transportation projects and
programs using Utah’s Transportation Enhancement funds.

The Transportation Enhancements program has been the primary source of
funding bicycle and combined bicycle/pedestrian projects administered through UDOT
to date, with approximately two-thirds of the funds available under ISTEA programmed
for these activities. Project sponsors in Utah must be a legal government entity and
may be a State, federal or local agency. Other participants may be co-sponsors. In
Utah, most Transportation Enhancement projects have been selected by a committee
process. In Utah, locally sponsored Transportation Enhancement projects are reviewed
by a committee which makes a recommendation to the Utah Transportation
Commission. The UTC makes the final determination of
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which projects will be programmed, including in-house projects such as sidewalks,
pedestrian overpasses, and rest area enhancements.

Hazard Elimination and Railway-Highway Crossing Program funds make up
another ten percent of each State’s STP funds and include pedestrian and bicycle
safety issues. Each State must implement a hazard elimination program to identify and
correct locations that constitute a danger to motorists, bicyclists and pedestrians.
Funds may be used to survey hazardous locations, complete projects on any publicly
owned pedestrian or bicycle pathway or trail, or any safety-related traffic calming
measure. Improvements to railway-highway crossings “shall take into account bicycle
safety.”

State and Community Highway Safety (402) Grants - These federal funds
pay for safety and education programs related to walking and biking. Examples are
bicycle helmet promotions, safety education materials and programs, and maps to
assist bicyclists in using highways safely. Use of these funds was expanded under
TEA-21 to allow payment for air-time for public education media campaigns. In Utah,
these funds are administered through the Highway Safety Office, Utah Department of
Public Safety.

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program (CMAQ) - CMAQ funds were
a new category of funding created by ISTEA. The purpose of these funds is to assist
metropolitan areas in attaining clean air standards set under the Clean Air Act
Amendments. Use of these funds is limited to projects that benefit air quality within
non-attainment and transportation management areas (TMAS).

The first CMAQ guidance issued by FHWA in 1992 specifically listed pedestrian
and bicycle projects as eligible activities, both in their own right, and as part of the list
of transportation control measures in the State Implementation Plan, as required by the
Clean Air Act. CMAQ funds are administered through the Wasatch Front Regional
Council, which is responsible for urbanized areas extending from Ogden through the
Salt Lake Valley to the northern Utah County line, and through the Mountainland
Association of Governments which is responsible for urbanized areas of Utah County.
The Cache Metropolitan Planning Organization will handle CMAQ funds for the Logan
urbanized area, if and when that becomes necessary. It is anticipated that a new MPO
will be formed for the St. George area once the 2000 Census numbers are in. It will be
responsible for CMAQ there, if air quality becomes an issue.

National Recreational Trails Fund - This funding source for the development of
non-motorized and motorized recreational trails is administered by the Parks and
Recreation Division, Utah Department of Natural Resources. Funds are subject to
annual appropriation by Congress.
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Federal Lands Highway Program improvements to roads, highways and
parkways include provisions for pedestrians and bicyclists as eligible activities. The
appropriate Federal Land Agency or Tribal government determines priority for funding
under this program.

Scenic Byways - The State of Utah has a State Scenic Byways program that
combined the UDOT Scenic Highways and other federal land agency scenic byway
programs. In 1996, the U. S. Secretary of Transportation designated the first All-
American Roads and National Scenic Byways. The National Scenic Byways program is
administered by FHWA. In order for State Scenic Byways to qualify for federal funds
to construct facilities, the byway corridor must have a locally-driven Corridor
Management Plan identifying the byway’s intrinsic values and how the corridor will be
managed to preserve those values. These may include archaeological quality, cultural
quality, historic quality, natural quality, recreational quality or scenic quality. States
may apply for federal Scenic Byway Funds to prepare a Corridor Management Plan.

Pedestrian and bicycle facilities developed as part of State and National Scenic
Byways are eligible for use of these funds. Congress authorized $30 million nationwide
for the first three years of ISTEA in support of the development of State and National
Scenic Byways. Project applications are submitted through Utah’s Scenic Byways
Committee, which is chaired by the Utah Travel Council. Federal funds are passed
through UDOT to local byways committees by reimbursement agreements. FHWA
selects projects from applications submitted by State Scenic Byway Committees.

Job Access and Reverse Commute Grants support projects designed to
transport welfare recipients and eligible low-income individuals to and from employment
and are available to support bicycle-related services that accomplish this.

Federal Transit Program funding allows improved pedestrian and bicycle
access to transit facilities and vehicles to be made available through the Urbanized
Area Formula Grants, Capital Investment Grants and Loans, and Formula Program for
Other than Urbanized Area funds. TEA-21 created a Transit Enhancement program
with a one percent set-aside of Urbanized Area Formula Grant funds for enhancing
coordination between mass transit and other modes, including pedestrian access and
walkways, bicycle access, bicycle storage facilities, and equipment for transporting
bicycles on mass transportation vehicles.
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UTAH STATE LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATIONS are made through the following:

Centennial Non-motorized Paths and Trail Crossings - This program,
approved by the 1997 Utah State Legislature, is administered through the Department
of Natural Resources, Parks and Recreation Division. The purpose is to provide for
safe and continuous pedestrian, bicycle, and other human-powered and equestrian
transportation paths and trails and to provide access across highways and other
impediments. The funds are available to the State, a county or a municipality, with no
more than 50 percent of the funds going to one project in one year (an exception
allowed with unanimous vote of the council). A 50 percent match is required. An
appropriation of $250,000 from the General Fund was included for fiscal year 1997-98;
the 1998 Legislature appropriated $100,000 for fiscal year 1998-99.

Safe Sidewalk Program - Communities may request funding through the UDOT
Regions for “safe sidewalk” funds made available by State appropriations for
construction of sidewalks on State roads. Appropriations in recent years have been
approximately $500,000 statewide. These funds are paid to the municipalities by
UDOT upon approval of an application and require a 25 percent local match. Each
Region office accepts applications in the spring and assigns points to each proposal
based on identified criteria. The emphasis of the safe sidewalk program is to provide
sidewalks used by children walking to school. Funds for selected projects are available
after July 1.

D. LEGISLATIVE CHANGES
Possible changes in the Utah Code that may be helpful to the promotion of safe
and convenient opportunities for walking and bicycling may include the following:

1) Repeal or amend the "side-path law.” Only a handful of states still have a
mandatory requirement that bicyclists use a path when provided parallel to a roadway,
and other states are continuing to pursue repeal of this law. This is a lingering law that
reflects an older section of the Uniform Vehicle Code that was removed from this code
a number of years ago. Repealing the law benefits commuter cyclists by allowing them
to use roadways and avoid conflicts on shared use pathways that reduce their
efficiency in commuting or long-distance rides.

Shared use paths often follow circuitous routes, require multiple stops at
crossings, and are used by pedestrians and less experienced cyclists, including children
with unpredictable riding patterns. Commuters and other cyclists skilled in riding with
traffic prefer a more direct route, the capability of crossing intersections with the flow
of traffic, and a travel-way unobstructed by slower-moving pedestrians,
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in-line skaters and casual cyclists. They also find it safer to travel with more
predictable traffic flows and avoid conflicts at intersections between two-way paths and
highways, which are comparable to conflicts caused by wrong-way riding.

Under Utah Code, bicyclists are permitted to use roadways unless the use is
restricted. Where a side-path has been built to provide connections, for example,
between a neighborhood and school or shopping area, there may be no change in
roadway conditions that affects a cyclist already using the road. Requiring the cyclist
to leave the road and use a side-path for a short distance (typically requiring that traffic
be crossed twice to access and then leave the path) does not serve any purpose and
may create additional conflicts between cyclists and motorized traffic. Use of a side-
path, where safety conditions warrant it, could be required by posting traffic control
signs.

2) Clarify that bicyclists may legally operate within a shoulder on a local road or
State highway, and that bicyclists using a shoulder must travel in the direction of traffic.
Utah law states that bicyclists on the roadway have the same rights and responsibilities
as the drivers of motor vehicles. Bicyclists using roadways travel in the direction of
traffic and may share traffic lanes with drivers of motorized vehicles. Bicyclists
traveling at less than the speed of traffic are required to ride to the far right side of the
"roadway," except to turn left or to avoid unsafe riding conditions.

As the traditional definition of "roadway" excludes shoulders and sidewalks,
some states have interpreted this to mean that cyclists operating on the shoulder are
not legally operating as “vehicles on the roadway” and have found cyclists at fault in
crashes. Informal opinions from the Utah State Attorney General's Office and State
Risk Management (1997), provided in response to inquiries by the Bicycle/Pedestrian
Planner, indicate that Utah statutes do not prohibit use of the shoulder and include
language that seems to imply that motorists should expect to encounter cyclists on
shoulders. The Attorney General's representatives recommended clarifying the
language. It is also important to add to the statutes a requirement that bicyclists
operating in the shoulder must travel in the direction of traffic. Wrong-way riding is a
common and extremely dangerous practice to the wrong-way rider. Bicyclists legally
traveling with traffic are also placed in jeopardy when encountering a wrong-way rider
in traffic conditions.

In urban and suburban areas, paved shoulders may provide additional space for
bicyclists to operate when traffic lanes are not wide enough for a motor vehicle
and a bicycle to travel next to each other in the same lane and where designated bike
lanes are not available. On rural highways, paved shoulders provide a space for
slower-moving bicycles, reducing hazards caused by speed differences between
bicycles and motor vehicles. Paved shoulders available for bicyclists also increase
safe passing opportunities, particularly on two-lane highways.
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While a clarification is in order to specifically allow use of the shoulder, it is not
advisable that bicyclists be required to ride within shoulders. It is important that
bicyclists be allowed to use their best judgment in determining whether to use
shoulders. Shoulder widths often vary along a highway and may not be consistently
adequate for bicycle travel. Unfavorable conditions may be more likely to occur within
shoulder areas, such as cars pulling into the shoulder from commercial driveways to
enter traffic, vehicles parking in the shoulder due to emergencies, trash receptacles
placed in a shoulder for municipal collection, stop-and-go vehicle movements for trash
collection or mail delivery, silt or debris build-up, unfavorable pavement conditions,
snow storage after plowing, or pedestrians using the shoulder in the absence of
sidewalks or constructed paths. A bicyclist is safest when traveling a straight,
predictable path, which may only be possible by traveling in the unobstructed traffic
lane. At intersections, shoulders are often used as turn-lanes. Bicyclists are safest
merging into through-traffic to cross the intersection and must do so where the shoulder
becomes a designated right-turn lane.

3) Mandatory bike helmet law for children and youth. Utah does not have a
helmet law. The most widely quoted statistics are that three-fourths of all
bicycle-related deaths result from head injuries, and that bike helmets reduce the risk
of serious head injury by 85% (see Part | of this plan, Section IV. Need and Basis for
the Plan - Injuries and Fatalities Related to Walking and Bicycling in the U.S. and Utah).
Since 1987, 15 states have adopted statewide, age-specific bicycle helmet laws (most
covering bicyclists under age 16), and nine additional states have local laws requiring
helmet use. Approximately one-third of the U.S. population is covered by a mandatory
helmet law.

Utah counties and municipalities may enact their own mandatory helmet laws;
however, most state highways (particularly in urban areas) go through multiple
jurisdictions. A cyclist would have to know and comply with the laws for all local
entities along the bikeway, making enforcement by county, city and State officers
difficult between jurisdictions. UDOT has incorporated a requirement into special event
permits that cyclists wear certified bicycle helmets. This, however, covers only a very
small number of cyclists and applies only to use of State highways.

4) Use of rear bicycle lamp. Current Utah Code requires bicycles to be
equipped with a head lamp and certain reflectors when operated under after dark.
Reflectors, while essential, provide limited notice to motorists overtaking a bicyclist and
work only when light is directly reflected. A rear lamp that emits a steady or flashing
red light significantly increases the visibility of cyclists and provides motorists with
greater notice when overtaking a cyclist or approaching from an indirect angle that
would reduce the light directly hitting reflectors on a bicycle. Flashing LED lamps,
commonly available in retail stores and catalogs that sell safety equipment for
bicyclists, are also used by many walkers and joggers. Due to their popularity, these
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lamps provide instant recognition to motorists. These small lamps are designed such
that they will not be confused with flashing lights used by public safety or emergency
services vehicles. A clarification in the Utah Code (a bicycle may be equipped with a
rear lamp that emits a steady or flashing red signal) is recommended.

5) Prohibit use of head-phones while bicycling on roadways or shoulders. Use
of head-phones prevents bicyclists from receiving audible cues in traffic. An exception
for a single ear-phone (does not cover both ears) used for communication purposes
between cyclists in a group should be an exception if a head-phone prohibition is
approved.

Citizen comments for a suggested change that was evaluated:

6) Liability insurance for bicyclists - Several comments were submitted, during
the Pedestrian/Bicycle Plan development process, citing a need for liability insurance
for bicyclists, indicating that motorists must cover their own costs for damaged vehicles
when a crash was caused by a bicyclist. Insurance needs could also be a
consideration where a cyclist causes damage to another bike (which can be a
significant financial investment) or personal injury to another cyclist or pedestrian.

Although this was identified as an issue, requiring insurance specifically for
bicycling would be difficult to accomplish because of the structure and classification of
insurance types used nationally.’® The national system identifies 20 classes of
insurance, and bicycling is not one of the categories. Automobile insurance applies
specifically to damage caused by use of autos. Home owners’ or renters’ insurance
has been the “catch-all” policy to cover other types of liability. In the case of a minor,
liability falls to the parent. Lack of insurance does not absolve someone of financial
responsibility, although collecting for damages may require legal action, and the ability
of the party to pay is not assured. Also, enforcement would be difficult as there are no
licensing or registration requirements for use of a bicycle, and users are often children.
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PART TWO - UDOT POLICY ISSUES FOR DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION,
MAINTENANCE, AND OPERATIONS

VIl.  POLICY ISSUES for Location, Classification, Design and Maintenance of
Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities and Providing Non-motorized Access:

Development of the Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan began in 1995. The
statewide pedestrian and bicycle planning process identified a number of issues that
have served as the basis for discussions in policy development within UDOT, with the
goals of accommodating and encouraging walking and biking as transportation modes
within the State, regional and local transportation systems.

The following policy issues were included in the Draft Statewide Pedestrian and
Bicycle Plan, published for public review in July 1997, to be evaluated over time for the
possible adoption of policies within UDOT or for use in developing standard procedures
for planning, identification of facility needs, project concept development, environmental
review, design, construction, and maintenance of State transportation facilities. These
iIssues, in combination with input from citizens and the professional expertise of UDOT
staff, have provided guidance for ensuring the development of a viable pedestrian and
bicycle transportation system.

Projects should consider potential impacts to pedestrian and bicycle connections
shown in approved local and regional master plans and evaluate reasonable
accommodations that can be incorporated into the project, where the master plan has:

considered options and feasibility,
included consultation with UDOT in the planning process, and

demonstrates a financial commitment to construct local walkways and
bikeways connecting to the requested project.

Requested accommodations beyond the reasonable scope of a state transportation
project may be incorporated with funding participation by the local agency.




A. Walkways (also see - C. Combined Pedestrian/Bicycle Shared Use Paths)

A.01 - All corridor studies, environmental assessments, and other transportation
studies should include an evaluation of pedestrian needs within the corridor or project
boundary and impacts of proposed transportation facilities to pedestrians. The
solutions used to address transportation needs in the corridor should be context
sensitive taking into consideration community needs, capacity requirements, historical
and archaeological issues, and the natural and built environment. Where feasible,
these facilities should be incorporated in approved State, federal, regional or local
transportation master plans or parks and recreation master plans.

A.02 - Early planning, concept development and design phases of all projects should
consider the existing and future needs of pedestrians and the potential for increasing
pedestrian travel by providing sidewalks and pedestrian at-grade crossings (cross-
walks) and grade-separated crossings (bridges, tunnels). Cross-walk design should
meet or exceed minimum standards; placement of cross-walks, particularly mid-block
or locations without traffic signals, should consider pedestrian safety and convenience.
Special needs and interests of each community should be considered in an effort to
provide for pedestrian-friendly design.

A.03 - The design of new highways and highways being widened or upgraded should
consider the need for pedestrian facilities where reasonably possible, both technically
and financially. Construction of the sidewalks may be phased over time if demand
doesn’t exist or if resolving right-of-way issues or construction costs would
unreasonably delay construction of needed road improvements. Effort should be made
to provide access to transit and schools, and to avoid discontinuous sections of
sidewalk that do not connect origin and destination points.

A.04 - When acquiring property for new, expanded or upgraded roadways or when
disposing of property, sufficient right-of-way for sidewalks should be reserved. Need
may be determined by observed pedestrian usage, existing or transitional land use,
proposed land use as shown on an approved plan, existing or proposed location of
public or private schools or recreation areas, location of the road within town or city
limits or between communities in close proximity, or other criteria determined to be
suitable for a given location.

A.05 - If sidewalks are available along both sides of a roadway, sidewalks should be
placed on both sides of structures unless a crossing is provided to safely access the
sidewalk and then return to the other side of the structure. Sidewalks along both sides
of structures are preferred where cost and space are not prohibitive.

45



A.06 - Designation of pedestrian sidewalks as bikeways is strongly discouraged.
Sidewalks, which are designed primarily for pedestrians, should not be considered an
acceptable substitute for needed bicycle facilities. However, bicycle use on sidewalks
is permitted under State law and may provide an option for some users on roads that
have not been improved for bicycle access.

Option: Municipalities may, under State law, close sidewalks to bicycle travel
within limited areas, by ordinance, if a capacity or safety concern supports such an
action. Requiring bicyclists to walk their bikes on sidewalks within identified areas may
provide cities with an alternative to prohibiting bicycles on sidewalks.

A.07 - Pedestrian cross-walks that are part of a sidewalk system may be used by
bicyclists; they may be required to dismount and walk their bikes through the cross-
walk where posted and must yield to pedestrians. (Note: This provides a crossing
option, but does not preclude the option of making a left turn from the right-hand traffic
lane, where merging to the left-turn lane would be hazardous due to traffic conditions or
skill-level of rider.) Bicyclists using at-grade or grade-separated crossings must ride at
a speed compatible with pedestrians and take appropriate precautions to avoid
collisions with pedestrians and slower bicyclists under provisions of the Utah Code.

A.08 - Itis the intent of the Utah Department of Transportation to meet the needs of all
transportation users, regardless of physical limitations. Sidewalks will be constructed
for accessibility in compliance with the ADA to the extent reasonably possible, given the
topography of the highway. All sidewalks that can be negotiated by pedestrian vehicles
for the disabled should be upgraded with appropriate curb cuts and turning radii needed
for special access (sharp turns should be avoided).

A.09 - When placing a sidewalk, the need for curb, gutter and other drainage
improvements should be considered to prevent flooding and freezing water on
sidewalks.

A.10 - Curb cuts and ramps should be designed and located to easily facilitate straight-
line access from walkways to crosswalks and provide adequate direction and
detectability for sight-impaired pedestrians. Walkways should have a continuous level
surface that does not require a wheelchair occupant to cross the slope of a ramp or
driveway perpendicular to his or her direction of travel.
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B. Bikeways (also see - C. Combined Pedestrian/Bicycle Shared Use Paths)

B.01 - All corridor studies, environmental assessments, and other transportation
studies should include an evaluation of bicycling needs within the corridor or project
boundary and potential impacts and benefits of proposed transportation facilities to
bicyclists.

B.02 - Early planning, concept development and design phases of all projects should
consider the existing and future needs of bicyclists and the potential for increasing
bicycle travel by providing shoulders, bike lanes, wide curb lanes and at-grade (cross-
walks) or grade-separated crossings (bridges, tunnels). Special needs and interests of
each community should be considered in an effort to provide for bicycle-friendly design.

B. 03 - Bikeways may include Bicycle Paths[also called Class | bikeway], Bicycle
Lanes [also called Class Il bikeway], Shared Roadway Bicycle Routes (including wide
curb lanes) [also called Class Il roadway], or Combined Pedestrian/Bicycle Shared
Use Paths[also called Class Il Shared Use Path] meeting accepted design guidelines.
The AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities and the MUTCD provide
the preferred design criteria. Additional information on design is found within this plan
under sections Design Guidelines for Bicycle Facilities and Construction, Paving and
Structures. Local government projects or those sponsored by other State or federal
agencies should be encouraged to meet AASHTO guidelines.

Design Exceptions may be requested through the design review process.
Combined pedestrian/bicycle shared use paths not meeting established minimum
widths specified by the AASHTO Guide (version in effect at the time of project design)
may be shown on the Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan map as multi-use trails
rather than bikeways, unless the impact of design exceptions can be mitigated through
signs, pavement markings, or other devices to adequately inform users and allow the
user to maintain control. Approved trail standards from state or federal recreation and
lands agencies may be considered for use where AASHTO guidelines are not possible
or desired.

Bicyclists using the Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan map or bicycling
facilities should feel confident that the facilities they use are consistent and meet their
expectations based on the information given in the plan and map. For example, it may
be preferable to designate a connecting section of roadway as a Class Il bikeway
rather than have a Class Il segment that does not meet rider and motorist
expectations. Inconsistencies and surprises to the bicyclist and motorist, particularly in
high-traffic, urbanized areas, can be hazardous and must be avoided. For these
reasons, Design Exceptions that adversely affect the safety of the facility, without
reasonable justification, are strongly discouraged.
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B.04 - B.03 does not preclude the use of Design Exceptions when they can be
effectively mitigated, reduce significant environmental impacts, or where the inability to
use Design Exceptions would prevent construction of a needed project. Inability to meet
AASHTO guidelines should not automatically disqualify a project from funding. Many
exceptions can be effectively mitigated, and users can be educated about the
conditions of the bikeway or trail. Consideration should be given for the value of the
project for transportation and safety, as compared to existing conditions without the
project. Before deciding to reject a project requiring design exceptions, consultation
with the Pedestrian/Bicycle Planner is recommended.

B.05 - Contra-flow paths should not be used adjacent to a motorized travel lane unless
a minimum adequate separation is provided, as addressed in the AASHTO Guide.

The preferred method is at least five feet separation between a two-way bike path and
the edge of the traveled way for motor vehicles. If this method cannot be achieved
without great difficulty or prohibitive expense, adequate vertical barriers should be
employed. Standard curbs are generally not satisfactory for this purpose. Jersey
barrier, if used should have an additional railing installed on the top to provide fall-over
protection of at least 42 inches above the surface of the path. Its use should be
avoided, if possible, because Jersey barrier may interfere with sweeping, maintenance,
and snowplow operations, and can obstruct visibility of both cyclists and motorists at
driveways and intersections. Design Exceptions should be justified and mitigation
outlined.

B.06 - If one-way bicycle lanes are provided on each side of a roadway, the lanes
should be continued across structures (a two-way path should not be placed on one
side of a structure unless a safe crossing is provided to access the path before the
structure and to cross back over at the end of the structure). Two-way bike paths that
merge into on-road bike lanes should also provide a safe crossing point for accessing
the bike lane on the other side of the road to reduce the incidence of wrong-direction
riding against the flow of traffic. Directional arrows should be painted on the bike lane
where it joins the path (directional signs may direct cyclists across road to access the
appropriate bike lane). Signs should note the end of the bike path.

B.07 - On designated bike routes or routes where frequent bicycle travel occurs and

traffic signals are activated by buried induction loops or similar vehicle detectors, the
Region Traffic Engineer may evaluate the need for bicycle-sensitive detectors.
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C. Combined Pedestrian/Bicycle Shared Use Paths
(also see - Sections A. Walkways and B. Bikeways)

C.01 - The impacts of designating combined pedestrian/bicycle paths in high-use urban
corridors should be carefully considered, as shared use paths have many problems
similar to bicycling on sidewalks and wrong-direction riding on roads. These include
conflicts between pedestrians and cyclists and the increased likelihood of motorists not
anticipating bicyclists coming from an unexpected direction, particularly where frequent
commercial driveways exist and at roadway intersections.

C.02 - Shared use paths should be complementary facilities, rather than replacements,
for on-road bicycle facilities. Shared use paths may better serve the needs of B/C
(basic adult and child) riders, whereas A (advanced) cyclists may prefer a direct,
unobstructed, on-road travel way.

C.03 - Bicyclists are not typically required to dismount for road crossings provided as
part of a Class | bike path or combined pedestrian/bicycle shared use path unless
posted “dismount bikes and walk” for safety reasons. Bicyclists using shared on-road
or grade-separated crossings must ride at a speed compatible with pedestrians and
take appropriate precautions to avoid collisions, as provided by Utah State Code.

C.04 - Where possible, combined pedestrian/bicycle paths should be signed for shared
use and at least meet the minimums specified by the AASHTO Guide and the MUTCD.
Additional width is preferred for some situations, including: when steep grades are
present; where curves are tight; in high-use areas unless good horizontal and vertical
alignment provide safe and frequent passing opportunities; where bicyclists will likely
ride two abreast; where use by emergency or large maintenance vehicles is expected,
or other circumstances as identified for a particular project. The AASHTO Guide
provides recommendations for identifying paths needing additional width.

C.05 - Directional arrows should be used at access points to one-way facilities; signs
may also be needed to discourage wrong-direction riding. Two-way facilities should
have a center stripe and directional pavement markings in high usage areas, and must
have these markings at intersections, approaches to curves, tunnels and underpasses,
and wherever line-of-sight is limited. Note: centerline markings are misleading in
narrow sections of pathway where bicycles cannot safely pass each other. Narrow
sections of the path should be signed to warn cyclists.

C.06 - Other design criteria for vertical clearance, graded shoulders, shy distance,
railing height, design speed, horizontal alignment, super-elevation, grade, site distance,
signing and marking, pavement, structures, drainage, lighting, barriers to motorized
vehicles, and provisions related to multi-use should follow the AASHTO Guide and
provisions of the Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan.
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C.07 - Exceptions to the AASHTO guidelines for UDOT projects will be at the discretion
of the Region; consultation with the Pedestrian/Bicycle Planner is recommended.
Combined pedestrian/bicycle paths having less than the minimum width as specified in
the most current AASHTO Guide may be designated on the Statewide Pedestrian and
Bicycle Plan map as multi-use or shared use trails. If the impact of limited design
exceptions can be mitigated through signs, pavement markings, or other devices to
adequately inform users and allow the expected user to maintain control, the paths may
be designated as bikeways. Local government projects should be encouraged to
meet or exceed AASHTO guidelines.

C.08 - Inability to meet AASHTO guidelines should not automatically disqualify a project
from funding. Many exceptions can be effectively mitigated, and users can be
educated about the conditions of the pathway. The transportation and safety value of
the project, as compared to conditions without the project, should be considered before
deciding to reject a project requiring design exceptions. Consultation with the
Pedestrian/Bicycle Planner is recommended.

C.09 - Contra-flow paths should not be used adjacent to a motorized travel lane unless
a minimum adequate separation is provided, as addressed in the AASHTO Guide.

The preferred method is at least five feet separation between a two-way bike path and
the edge of the traveled way for motor vehicles. If this method cannot be achieved
without great difficulty or prohibitive expense, adequate vertical barriers should be
employed. Standard curbs are generally not satisfactory for this purpose. Jersey
barrier, if used should have an additional railing installed on the top to provide fall-over
protection of at least 42 inches above the surface of the path. Its use should be
avoided, if possible, because Jersey barrier may interfere with sweeping, maintenance,
and snowplow operations, and can obstruct visibility of both cyclists and motorists at
driveways and intersections. Design Exceptions should be justified and mitigation
outlined.

C.10 - Two-way paths parallel to roads should begin and end at logical origin and
destination points. Safe crossings should be provided to access (Class Il) bike lanes
or (Class lll) shared travel roadways to avoid wrong-direction riding on roads by
cyclists leaving the path. Signs should note end of bike path. Directional arrows should
be painted on the bike lane where it joins the path (directional signs may direct cyclists
across the road to access a bike lane or shared travel lane).
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C.11 - It is the intent of the Utah Department of Transportation to meet the needs of all
transportation users, regardless of physical limitations. Pedestrian/bicycle pathswill be
constructed for accessibility in compliance with the ADA to the extent reasonable, given
the topography, right-of-way, and financial resources available. If an entire system
cannot be made accessible, efforts should be made to accommodate disabled users
on a portion of the facility. Examples of facilities that may not be fully accessible
include walkways in areas with steep grade changes due to the natural topography and
some multi-use trails designed primarily for mountain biking and hiking.

Facilities that would provide a challenging recreational experience for some
people with disabilities, but not be accessible for all levels and types of disability, may
be signed as such with input and guidance from appropriate user groups. All combined
pedestrian/bicycle shared use paths that can be negotiated by pedestrian vehicles for
the disabled, including wheelchair users with assistance, or adaptive three-wheeled
cycles will have appropriate curb cuts for access and should consider the turning radii
needed (sharp turns should be avoided).

C.12 - UDOT should consider the impacts of road construction and reconstruction
projects on walking or shared use paths shown on an approved State, federal, local or
regional master plan, including those paths that are not part of the State transportation
system (plan updates or plans pending approval should be reviewed for possible
impacts to the project). Examples include over-sizing culverts for drainage ways and
constructing bridges over rivers to allow adequate width and vertical clearance for
walkways and shared use paths in these corridors.

D. Multi-use Trails and Equestrian Use of Trails and Shared Use Paths

D.01 - All corridor studies, environmental assessments, and other transportation
studies should consider the potential need for trails and paths, which may provide
transportation options, within the corridor or project boundary. Potential impacts to
pedestrians and bicyclists should be considered during the planning and design of
roads or other transportation facilities.

D.02 - Multi-use trails, as defined for the purposes of this plan, and shared use paths
constructed as part of the State transportation system would not typically include
equestrian use unless specifically designated as such. Equestrian facilities may be
included in a project using accepted equestrian design guidelines.

D.03 - Multi-use trails, as defined in this plan, may require approval of Design
Exceptions to pedestrian and bikeway (shared use path) standards. Approved trail
standards from State or federal recreation and lands agencies may be used where
judged appropriate for the intended use and where acceptable to the responsible
agency.
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D.04 - UDOT should consider the impacts of road construction and reconstruction
projects on off-road trails or proposed trails, shown on an approved State, federal,
local or regional master plan, including those that are not part of the State
transportation system (updates or plans pending approval should be reviewed for
changes that may affect the project). Examples include over-sizing culverts for
drainage ways and constructing bridges over rivers to allow adequate width and
vertical clearance for trails in these corridors.

E. Designation of Bikeways and Bicycle Suitability Evaluation

E.O1 - UDOT is evaluating non-urban State highways for their suitability characteristics
for bicycling. Data may be published to assist cyclists in evaluating highways as
potential routes (urban routes are being evaluated through the metropolitan planning
process). This data may include such information as pavement width or number of
lanes, availability and width of shoulders, average daily traffic, percentage of truck
traffic, posted speed limit, surface materials, high wind areas, distances between
points, special trucking routes, and significant grade changes. This data may be
summarized in map form and updated and enhanced. Input from cyclists is important
to this process.

E.O2 - Rural highways should be evaluated on an ongoing basis for improvements
needed to accommodate bicyclists and may be improved for bicycle use without being
designated a bikeway. These improvements may benefit motorists, as well. Examples
of improvements include widening shoulders, striping a shoulder lane, improved design
and location of rumble strips to maximize available space for bicycles, pavement repair
and sweeping of shoulders, and providing climbing lanes for bicycles on steep grades
and canyon roads.

Research is also being done on a new Share The Road warning sign that shows
a car and a bicycle abreast in the traveled way. As proposed, these would be available
for use on highways whether or not the road is designated as a bikeway and would
serve to worn motorists of the likelihood of encountering bicyclists on that route. Some
state roads through Forest Service recreational areas currently have emblem signs
warning motorists of bicyclists on the highway. Salt Lake City has also installed Share
The Road signs at the terminals of some of their dedicated bike lanes.

E.03 - Within the urban planning areas of Metropolitan Planning Organizations, UDOT
may evaluate the feasibility of designating bikeways on State roads at the request of
local or regional agencies and as part of UDOT'’s ongoing planning for road design,
construction, maintenance, and upgrades. The primary purpose of designating State
roads as bikeways within the urbanized areas is would be to provide key links in a
regional transportation network for commuter cyclists. These would be intended to
connect and supplement routes within local bicycle networks that have been
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designated by cities and counties along non-State roads and off-road

trails. Where good parallel routes exist, communities are encouraged to select lower-
volume and lower-speed roads for regional connections. These routes may be included
on the Regional Bicycle Plan map prepared by each regional agency as a part of its
Transportation Plan in compliance with ISTEA. Evaluation of state roads is done within
the Traffic Engineering and Traffic & Safety Divisions.

E.04 - Designating a route that includes high-volume interchanges (providing motor
vehicle access to freeways) is not desirable where reasonable alternatives are
available. UDOT recognizes that access across freeway and expressway interchanges
may be necessary within some corridors where accessible parallel routes are not
available. Design guidelines from AASHTO, or alternatives that may be identified, can
guide bicycle and motorized traffic (using pavement markings and signs) where these
roads are used for bicycle access in absence of a parallel route. Providing adequate
bikeway connections and directional signs to alternates may reduce bicycle use of
routes with interchanges.

E.O5 - Signs and pavement markings for on-road bikeways are provided by the
MUTCD and may be suitable on paths. Use of highly visible markings is desirable.
Pavement markings should not be slippery for bicycles; any raised pavement markers
should be evaluated for potential impacts to bicycle safety.

F. Bicycle and Pedestrian Travel on Interstate Freeways and Other Controlled-
Access Highways

Under Utah State Code, UDOT may regulate the use of controlled access
highways by special classes of vehicles [41-6-65]. In 1970, under federal guidance, a
UDOT Traffic Engineering Order was issued prohibiting pedestrian and bicycle use of
interstate highways. The Federal Highway Administration now leaves the determination
of bicycle and pedestrian usage of interstates to the individual states. Most signs
posting a minimum speed limit or prohibiting bicycle and pedestrian access have been
removed from Utah interstate highways.

In early 1997, UDOT worked with the State of Utah Attorney General's Office
and Department of Risk Management in interpreting State Codes as they may apply to
use of freeways and other controlled-access highways by bicyclists and pedestrians.
Although some differences in interpretation resulted, it appears that the current legal
framework allows bicyclists to use freeways and expressways unless specifically
restricted. UDOT may regulate the use of controlled assess highways. The current
laws also do not appear to prohibit bicyclists from using paved shoulders, which may
not be included in the legal definition of "roadway". It appears that a pedestrian using
the roadway as a travel-way may not be afforded the same legal protections as a
pedestrian using a sidewalk or cross-walk. However, statutes do not prohibit
pedestrian use of freeways and controlled-access highways. Pedestrians are
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required by State Code to use sidewalks where provided along roadways and to use
available shoulders where sidewalks are not provided.

Concerns about bicycling on freeways include high speeds (Utah highways are
posted at 65 to 75 mph), high volumes of heavy trucks, and placement and design of
rumble strips, which are often wide and located on the outside edge of shoulders.
Interchanges, where accelerating vehicles are accessing the highways or where high-
speed vehicles are leaving the highway, present special concerns as traffic must cross
the paths of bicycles using shoulders.

Possible benefits to cyclists in using freeways and controlled-access highways
include wide shoulders, long site-distances, one-way traffic, and a median separating
opposing traffic directions. It is noteworthy that bicycles are allowed on other State
highways, which may have no shoulders or inadequate shoulders, resulting in closer
proximity to high-speed trucks. In these situations, motorists have fewer options for
changing lanes to move away from the bikes. These highways are often two-lane
roads, which present conflicts from motorists passing slower speed vehicles and fewer
opportunities for motorists to leave a safe passing distance between the vehicle and
the bike. Site distances on highways may be limited; vehicles can approach bicycles
without being aware of their presence or without bicyclists being aware of the
motorists’ presence.

The UDOT Traffic Engineering Panel agreed to periodically undertake the task
of identifying sections of the interstate system and other controlled access highways,
where pedestrian and bicycle use should be restricted. Traffic Engineering Orders are
issued by the Panel to restrict bicycle travel from identified sections of the interstate
highway system and other specific State routes. The list is available from the UDOT
bicycle and Pedestrian Planner.

F.01 - Given the advantages that some bicyclists find in interstate highway (freeway)
use, the lack of alternate routes through many parts of Utah, and the ability to mitigate
some concerns, a policy supportive of allowing bicyclists on portions of freeways and
other controlled-access highways should be formalized.

F.02 - Restrictions on using freeways and other controlled-access highways for
bicycling and walking should consider the safety of all users. The decision to restrict
biking and walking on portions of these highways should include an evaluation of the
safety and feasibility of proposed alternate routes. Feasibility may include availability
of services, as well as roadway conditions. A map showing areas of bicycling
restrictions, with exit numbers of restricted areas should be provided for touring and
commuter cyclists, along with recommended alternate routes.

F.03 - Design and placement of rumble strips should be evaluated on all new
construction, reconstruction, and maintenance projects that include installation or
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replacement of rumble strips, and projects where improved rumble strip design and
placement could be reasonably added to a project, where bicycling is legally
permissible. A formal policy on rumble strips design and placement would be
appropriate to properly address and balance the safety needs of both the cyclist and
the drowsy/distracted motorist.

F.04 - Traffic control plans for construction zones on portions of the highway known to
be used by touring or commuter bicyclists should consider the need to move bicyclists
safely through construction areas or be clearly signed for rerouting bicycles onto
detours. In addition, impacts to cyclists on local streets, caused by construction
detours or state roads, should be addressed.

F.05 - Maintenance plans for shoulders, including sweeping and pavement repair,
should consider the needs of bicyclists where cycling is legally permissible. Personnel
should be made aware of striping configurations that have been provided to address
special needs of cyclists so these are not eliminated during routine maintenance
operations, particularly if a non-standard configuration has been used.

G. Railroad Crossings

TEA-21 requires that pedestrian and bicycle safety be considered when at-grade
railroad-highway improvements are being made.

G.01 - Within available resources, UDOT should work with the railroads toward the
goal of ensuring that all highway, local road, and approved bikeway crossings are
upgraded to improve crossing accessibility and safety for bicyclists. Upgrading of
railroad crossings on highways and other roads is important, as bicyclists are legal
users of public roads in Utah. Crossings should comply with the AASHTO Guide for
the Development of Bicycle Facilities or other accepted standard to prevent bicycle
tires from being trapped in openings within the crossing zone. Paved shoulders may
also need to be widened at crossings to allow bicycles to approach tracks on a
perpendicular path, particularly where tracks are skewed to the roadway.

G.02 - All pedestrian crossings of railway lines should consider accessibility by
wheelchairs and pedestrian vehicles for the disabled. Pedestrian safety should
incorporate ADA guidelines in the installation of crossing arms. Extended arms to block
the sidewalk, as well as the roadway, or special pedestrian crossing gates may be
warranted.

H. Construction Zones

H.O01 - The provision of special access through construction zones for pedestrians and
bicyclists can significantly improve safety for all highway users, particularly where good
alternate routes are not available. Bicyclists and pedestrians should be given
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warning, by signs, if they must exit the highway. When a pedestrian and/or bicycle
detour is established, the full detour route should be adequately marked or signed. The
full detour should be kept free of hazardous conditions(holes, humps, debris, puddles,
steep sections, and high vertical steps.

I. Destination Facilities and Support Services

1.01 - Municipalities and State facilities managers should be encouraged to provide
bicycle parking at all public facilities and to require the installation of bicycle parking
racks at employment centers, commercial and service centers, public offices, and
recreational facilities, to support bicycling as transportation. Partnerships may provide
funding opportunities.

1.02 - Communities along corridors used for non-motorized transportation, particularly
known touring routes should be encouraged to incorporated destination facilities and
support services for the safety and comfort of pedestrians and bicyclists into
community design when feasible. Examples of facilities that may be provided include
restroom facilities, drinking water, emergency telephones, bicycle racks, lighting for
security and visibility, benches, shelters, trash receptacles, landscaping, interpretive
signs or displays, and directional and informational signs. Employers should also be
encouraged to provide showers and lockers for biking employees.

1.03 - Support areas (trail-heads) that include parking, pavilions, and other service
areas should be appropriately interconnected with paths, sidewalks, and bikeways to
avoid conflicts between those using the pathway and people unloading bicycles from
vehicles, accessing restrooms, etc. While trail-heads may be origin and destination
points for some users, others will be continuing their travel and should be provided a
by-pass that avoids these conflicts; this is of particular concern on paths used by
commuter cyclists. Sharp turns through confined areas and standard-width sidewalks
as part of the pathway do not easily accommodate adaptive three-wheeled cycles,
bicycles pulling trailers, or recumbent bicycles. Because sharp angle turns are
awkward on a bike, other users are likely to cut corners, contributing to erosion and
damage to vegetation along the path.

1.04 - All public support facilities (restrooms, pavilions, etc.) along accessible portions
of the walkway or shared use paths should meet or exceed ADA accessibility
requirements. Some paths that do not meet ADA requirements for wheelchairs may be
accessible to adaptive cyclists, wheelchair users that can access challenge courses, or
wheelchair users with assistance. Programs such as the Universal Trail Assessment
Process, developed by Beneficial Designs Inc., are increasing access to many areas
by the disabled. Also, in the event that the path is upgraded in the future (as in adding
asphalt paving), retrofitting support facilities would be very expensive. For these
reasons, support facilities should be ADA accessible along the entire route if possible.
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J. Snow Removal

J.01 - Designated bicycle lanes on State roads within urbanized areas and non-urban
towns should be included to the extent reasonably possible for snow-plowing
operations. However, given the lower level of expected bicycling during snowy weather
(due to cold weather, slick road conditions hazardous to bicycles, and splashing from
passing motor vehicles when snow is wet or melting), snow-plowing of bicycle lanes
may be a lower priority than keeping roadways clear.

J.02 - Shoulders on State roads within urbanized areas and non-urban towns where
frequent bicycle use is known to occur should be included in snow-plowing operations if
adequate snow-storage area is available and if resources permit. Given the lower level
of expected bicycle commuting during snowy weather (as a result of cold

temperatures, slick road conditions hazardous to bicycles, and splashing from passing
motor vehicles when snow is wet or melting), a lower level of maintenance for bicyclists
may be reasonable to expect. However, UDOT should track those routes where year-
round demand is high, even during inclement weather, and consider this when allocating
available resources with the understanding that region resources may not be available
due to demands of keeping roadways open. Shoulders may be needed for snow
storage. Snow should be removed from shoulders routinely used by pedestrians to
access school buses, transit stops, or as walkways, where sidewalks are not provided.

J.03 - Sidewalks and shared pedestrian/bicycle facilities within urbanized areas or non-
urban towns are typically the responsibility of local governments or adjacent property
owners. Scheduling these for snow removal is valuable where access to schools,
employment and business centers, and transit stops provides a vital transportation
need for pedestrians.

J.04 - Snow removal on off-road bicycle paths, shared use paths, multi-use trails, and
rural highway shoulders for the purpose of providing bicycle and pedestrian access is
not a standard procedure for UDOT. However, where feasible, snow should be
removed from shoulders routinely used by pedestrians to access school buses, transit
stops, or as walkways, where sidewalks are not provided. Users of paths, trails, and
shoulders should anticipate snowy conditions that may affect accessibility, safety and
convenience. Users should expect to encounter silt and debris from erosion after
snow-melt and proceed with caution. Maintenance should be scheduled as soon as
practica[b]le to clean up silt and debris when paths, trails and shoulders become
accessible. Maintenance of projects constructed as Transportation Enhancements is
covered by a maintenance agreement with the local sponsor.

J.05 - Where suitable and where snow removal for transportation is not a demand,
paths and trails may be opened for such recreational uses as cross-country skiing,

57



snow-shoeing, or snow-mobiling (combining snow mobiles with cross-country skiers
and snow-shoeing should, however, be avoided). Trails funded through programs
requiring FHWA or FTA approval, except for the National Recreational Trails Fund, are
determined to serve primarily a transportation purpose (provide a connection between
origins and destinations). Section 1033 of ISTEA states, “motorized use of these trails
Is not allowed except ... when snow conditions and State or local regulations permit,

snowmobiles....”.

K. In-line Skaters

The Association of Pedestrian and Bicycling Professionals[APBP] has discussed
the use of roadways, bike lanes and sidewalks by skaters. In some localities across
the U. S., skaters are allowed on all roads except roads with four or more lanes; others
are considering changing ordinances to allow skaters on streets and bike lanes to
reduce conflicts with pedestrians. Some cities have banned skaters on roadways, bike
lanes and sidewalks within defined business districts due to incidences of crashes
between out-of-control skaters and others in congested areas. Although in-line skaters
are the most common users, traditional roller skates, skateboards, and motorized
skateboards may also present conflicts.

Reasons given by APBP members for allowing skaters on streets and bike lanes

include:

C Skaters on sidewalks present some of the same problems as bicycles on
sidewalks: skaters move faster than pedestrians, and drivers may not anticipate
their approach on sidewalks at intersections and driveways; pedestrians may not be
comfortable sharing space with skaters; and unwary walkers may step out in front
of fast-moving skaters;

C Skaters are more akin to bicyclists than pedestrians: similar requirements for using
lights after dark could be applied to skaters; skaters may be covered under “due
care” laws that require them to maintain sufficient control to stop at intersections or
in an emergency.

Difficulties in allowing skaters on bike lanes were cited as:

C Tendency of skaters to wander back and forth across the available path, making
bicycling around them more unpredictable than bicycling around pedestrians or other
bicyclists, both of whom tend to track a straighter path.

C Difficulty of stopping and the longer distance required for stopping on skates can
create hazards within a bike lane.
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The only specific Utah Code citation for skaters is one prohibiting skaters from
attaching to a moving vehicle [41-6-86]. Policies and potential legislative changes for
skaters on Utah transportation facilities should be further researched. Although
typically used for recreation and personal fitness, some people do use skates for
transportation. Where sidewalks are not available or where skating on sidewalks is
prohibited, skaters often use roadways. Skaters probably consider themselves as
pedestrians, as they are not otherwise classified by Utah law and Utah Code defines a
pedestrian as “any person afoot” [41-6-1 (29)]. Skating against the flow of traffic is
quite common. This presents similar problems to bicycling against the flow of traffic
(which is illegal on roadways).

Skaters do not seem to “fit” well with the design of pedestrian walkways, bike
lanes, or vehicle traffic lanes. However, skating is a use that exists on these facilities
and should be addressed. Requiring skaters using roadways to follow traffic rules,
such as stopping at stop signs, may be appropriate, although full rights to the
roadway (as allowed for bicycles using left-turn traffic lanes or riding on freeways, for
example) may not be reasonable. The suitability of rural highways versus urban or
in-town highways may be considerably different. Also, skaters on roadways face
similar hazards to those experienced by bicyclists due to uneven pavement and gutter
joints, damaged pavement surfaces, and unsafe storm water grates. On sidewalks,
they share the need for ramps with wheelchairs or disabled-pedestrian vehicles. The
Utah State Traffic and Pedestrian Coordinating Council is presently developing
recommendations for Pedestrians and Pedestrian conveyances.
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VIIl.  DESIGN GUIDELINES FOR PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES, CROSS-WALKS, AND
SCHOOL ZONES and ACCOMPLISHING ACCESSIBILITY UNDER ADA

Current guidance for UDOT in providing, constructing, and operating pedestrian
facilities is provided by the Utah State Code, the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices (MUTCD), the UDOT Manual and Specifications on School Crossing Zones
(1992), the UDOT Metric Standard Drawings, the Americans with Disabilities Act of
1990 (ADA), the Architectural and Transportation Barriers Compliance Board, the
Uniform Federal Accessibility Standards, and the American National Standards
Institute. The AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities provides
guidance for shared pedestrian/bicycle facilities. The U. S. DOT Pedestrian and
Bicycle Clearinghouse is a resource for research, reports, guidelines, and technical
guidance.

Accomplishing ADA accessibility for some pedestrian sidewalks, paths, and
multi-use trails can be difficult or impossible under certain terrain conditions or may
affect the feasibility of constructing the project due to cost considerations. The
Architectural and Transportation Barriers Compliance Board established a Recreation
Access Advisory Committee in 1993 to examine six categories of recreation facilities
and make recommendations for accessibility. In reviewing the resulting
recommendations and comments received, the Board determined that consensus was
lacking in two areas, including outdoor developed areas such as trails.

Two approaches were recommended, based on four different environments: the
highly developed or urban; the moderately developed or natural; the minimally
developed or back-country; and the undeveloped or primitive. Three degrees of
accessibility (easier, moderate, and difficult) were recommended which correlate with
the amount of site modification and development, as well as the natural environment
and rugged terrain.

--The first accessibility alternative considered five interrelated factors: recreation
setting, condition of the natural environment, amount of structural modification,
recreation experience, and consultation with people with disabilities.

--The second alternative selected the easier degree of access for all recreation
settings and environments unless it would change the fundamental nature of the activity
or environment. Exceptions to modify the degree of access based on severe
elevations, geologic features, historic character, or the specific purpose of a trail, with
documentation of participation in the decision-making by people with disabilities or their
representatives, would be considered. A proposed rule is anticipated on accessibility
guidelines for outdoor developed areas.

Although UDOT'’s focus is not on recreational facilities, many transportation or
transportation-linked facilities have a recreational function and will likely be affected by
the new guidance.
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UDOT strives to meet the needs of all transportation users. The Americans with
Disabilities Act assures that a disabled person will have full access to all public facilities
throughout the U. S. Meeting the spirit of the law, as well as the letter of the law,
should be of primary importance.

Within urban areas, cities and towns, facilities should be accessible wherever
possible. Providing accessibility may include removing barriers along sidewalks,
installing wheelchair ramps and curb cuts, providing level rest platforms, improving
transit stops, repairing damaged pavement, adding textured surfaces on ramps, and
the use of audible crossing signals. Some non-paved surfaces can be accessible to
wheelchairs; other accessibility factors should not be overlooked based solely on plans
to construct a non-asphalt or non-concrete path. Paths and trails (urban and rural)
should, at least, have portions that are accessible to those with special needs if the
entire facility cannot meet accessibility standards.

Support facilities (such as restrooms, drinking fountains, parking at trail-heads,
picnic tables, telephones for emergencies) along these accessible areas must also be
designed for accessibility. Some areas not meeting ADA specifications may be
accessible to adaptive three-wheeled cyclists, wheelchair users capable of challenge
courses, or wheelchair users with assistance. Programs such as the Universal Trall
Assessment Process, developed by Beneficial Designs Inc., are increasing access to
many areas for disabled citizens. Also, in the event that the pathway is upgraded (by
adding paving during future phases of a rural trail system, for example), retrofitting non-
accessible restrooms and other facilities would be costly. For these reasons, all
support facilities should initially be made ADA accessible whenever possible.

While constraints within the transportation system often relate to mobility - such
as the ability to walk with assistive aids or to use a wheelchair or pedestrian
conveyance for the disabled, other disabilities present challenges to the transportation
agency as well as to the transportation system user. These include sensory limitations,
such as sight or hearing, or cognitive limitations. Though not considered disabled,
children and seniors may have special mobility, sensory, and cognitive challenges
similar to those covered by ADA (children have poorly developed peripheral vision and
have not developed good judgment about speed and distance of on-coming cars;
seniors may need additional response time and additional time for ambulation).

Access considerations include width, pavement surface, slope, cross-slope, ramps,
audible crossing signals, and pavement differentiation (such as texture changes)
between the sidewalk and roadway at intersections that can be discerned by the
visually impaired. Where driveways or ramps cross sidewalks, the transition should not
cause a hindrance, and the slope on the driveway or ramp should not exceed ADA
specifications. Street-light and other utility poles, street furniture, newspaper vending
machines, landscaping and signs, which may be useful and desirable as part of the
overall facility, should not obstruct the sidewalks.
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Transit stops available to wheelchair users should be designed in accordance with
ADA guidelines. Transit shelters or benches should not obstruct the travel way of the
sidewalk. Shared use pedestrian/bicycle facilities that include rails along the path may
need to consider two rail height requirements - one that is high enough to prevent a
bicyclist from being thrown over the rail on impact and one that is low enough to
provide assistance to wheelchair users. Where small children use the facility, an
additional, lower rail may be necessary to keep small bikes from passing beneath the
rail.

1. Wheelchairs require 0.9 m (three feet) minimum clear width for continuous passage
with periodic passing space for wheelchairs traveling in opposite directions. The
preferred minimum clear usable width for a sidewalk along arterial roads is six feet. In
areas with a high volume of pedestrian activity, wider sidewalks may be appropriate.

2. Providing a buffer between pedestrian walkways and the roadway improves safety
and increases the comfort level of pedestrians. Buffers may be accomplished by
spatial separation, landscaped park strips, use of street furniture, on-street parking,
on-road bicycle lanes, or (where other options are not available) increased sidewalk
width for sidewalks adjacent to the curb.

3. The need for lighting along walkways should be considered for visibility and security.
Supplemental lighting may be needed where standard street lighting for the roadway is
not spaced or directed to adequately light sidewalks.

4. The maximum cross slope for drainage of walkways should be two percent.
Driveway and ramp crossings of sidewalks should be designed to maintain this cross
slope along the passageway, with a level waiting area.

5. The maximum longitudinal grade should be five percent for a sidewalk or path, but
may be a maximum of eight percent where necessary. Long, steep grades must have
level areas at intermittent distances (a five-foot minimum level landing for every 30
inches of vertical rise or every 30 feet of horizontal run) for easier access by
pedestrians using crutches, walkers, wheelchairs, or those for whom walking requires
greater effort, and should include a turn-out with a pedestrian bench every 300 feet.

A slip resistant surface must be used for ramp grades, and rails at a height of 32
inches may be required. Current ADA specifications should be consulted during project
design.

6. Wheelchair ramps and curb cuts should be designed to allow direct access to
cross-walks and to prevent wheelchairs from moving into the path of traffic. While it
may be less costly, a design that places a single wheelchair ramp at the corner of a
sidewalk, rather than using two ramps to access perpendicular cross-walks presents
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several concerns. It does not maximize safety or accessibility and may require
awkward maneuvering difficult for a disabled person. This type of cross-walk also does
not provide adequate directional guidance for blind pedestrians.

Sidewalks that are graded to blend in with the grade of the roadway along a radius
at an intersection may pose a hazard to pedestrians. Motorists may “cut” the corner,
crossing the pedestrian walkway and traveling at a higher speed than where a curb
delineates the corner. This design may also make discerning the end of the sidewalk
and the beginning of the roadway difficult for the visually impaired and provides poor
crossing guidance for blind pedestrians.

7. Concrete sidewalk ramps should join smoothly with asphalt roadway surfaces and
should be inspected periodically to ensure that gaps are not developing at the joint.

8. Portland Cement Concrete is preferable to asphalt as a paving surface for
walkways due to smoothness, durability, maintenance, and a lower susceptibility to
damage from vegetation break-through. Compacted, unpaved surfaces (such as
crushed stone with a diameter less than 3/8 inch) may be acceptable for rural paths or
trails that serve a primarily recreational rather than transportation function. Traction
should also be a factor in selecting walkway treatments.

9. Bollards used to prevent motorized vehicle access should maintain at least a 32-inch
width clearance for wheelchairs; however, this may not be sufficient spacing for
adaptive cycles for the disabled, which may have a 34- to 35-inch rear wheel base.
Approaches to bollards should avoid right angle turns.

10. Trail heads and other access points should include accessible parking.
IX. DESIGN GUIDELINES FOR BICYCLE FACILITIES

1. Minimum guidelines for bicycle facilities and combined pedestrian/bicycle
facilities designed, constructed, or maintained by the Utah Department of
Transportation, or constructed within a State highway right-of-way, should be the
minimum guidelines specified in the most recently approved version of the AASHTO
Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, except as otherwise provided in this
plan. Where the AASHTO Guide specifies preferred and minimum design guidelines,
use of the preferred design guideline wherever reasonably possible is strongly
recommended.

2. At the discretion of the Region Director or designee, Design Exceptions may be
approved to facilitate construction of the project. Consultation with the
Pedestrian/Bicycle Planner is recommended. Exceptions may be approved for
conditions related, but not limited to:
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Topography;

Right-of-way limitations or other physical space constraints;

Impact to sensitive environments or view sheds;

Financial constraints that would prevent construction of a needed project;
Anticipated low-volume use or low mix of bicycle and pedestrian traffic;
Ability to mitigate impacts from Design Exceptions.

OO OO OO

All Design Exceptions should include:
C An evaluation of safety and liability impacts for not meeting accepted standards
and guidelines for bicycle or combined pedestrian/bicycle facilities; and
C An evaluation of the need for mitigation of impacts that may result from Design
Exceptions.

3. The Region Director or designee may require that design exceed the
AASHTO Guide for conditions including, but not limited to, the following:
C Anticipated mix of bicycle and pedestrian use;
C Expected high use facility;
C Steep grades requiring higher bicycling design speed for downhill or additional
width for up-hill climbers;
C Safety and capacity concerns for the intended use.

4, The U. S. DOT Pedestrian and Bicycle Clearinghouse, Utah State University
Technology Transfer Center, or other resources may provide innovative solutions that
suitably address Design Exceptions necessary or appropriate for construction of a
project. Consultation with the Pedestrian/Bicycle Planner is recommended.

5. Bicyclists using any Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan map or bicycling
facilities should be able to feel confident that the facilities they use will be reasonably
consistent and meet their expectations based on the definitions given in the plan and
map element of the plan. Inconsistencies and surprises to the bicyclist and motorist,
particularly in high-traffic, urbanized areas, can be hazardous and must be avoided.
For these reasons, Design Exceptions that would create inconsistencies that affect the
safe use of the facility, without reasonable justification for the exceptions, are
discouraged. For example, it may be preferable to designate a connecting section of
roadway as a Class Il bikeway, whether or not paved shoulders are available for
bicycle use, rather than a Class Il that does not meet rider and motorist expectations.

However, inability to meet AASHTO guidelines or other guidelines provided in
this document should not preclude the use of Design Exceptions that can be effectively
mitigated, that will reduce significant environmental impacts, or where inability to use
Design Exceptions would prevent construction of a needed project. Inability to meet
AASHTO guidelines should not automatically disqualify a project from funding. Many
exceptions can be effectively mitigated, and users can be educated about the
conditions of the bikeway or trail. Other State Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans
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may provide guidelines suitable for a particular on-road facility, off-road path or trail
system and should be considered valid resources during the

development of UDOT design criteria. Consideration should be given for the value of
the project for transportation and safety, as compared to existing conditions without the
project, before rejecting a project requiring design exceptions.

X. CONSTRUCTION, PAVING, AND STRUCTURES -

1. UDOT standard construction and paving requirements may be altered for bicycle
and combined pedestrian/bicycle facilities. Pavement loading should accommodate
occasional use by maintenance and emergency vehicles where needed, but should be
designed for cost-effectiveness based on its intended use for bicycles, pedestrians,
and conveyances for the disabled. Width of paths used by maintenance and
emergency vehicles should be adequate that pavement edges are not damaged by
vehicles.

2. Rumble strips, where necessary for motor vehicles, should be designed and
placed such that the shoulder area is left clear for bicyclists and hazards are reduced
for bicyclists that must cross the rumble strip.

3. Use of soils sterilants or weed barriers may be advisable to prevent vegetation
damage to asphalt paths. Large trees or shrubs adjacent to paths may require root
pruning to prevent disruption of the path surface. Vegetation that obstructs views
around curves or approaching barriers or other hazards should be cleared away from
the edge of the path. When new trees are planted along pathways, the use of root
barriers along the pathway and within the anticipated drip line of the trees should be
considered.

4. Structures, bridges, tunnels, viaducts, overpasses, and underpasses on
roadway construction and reconstruction projects should include consideration for
pedestrian and bicycle use, including: adequate width (including travel path and shy
distance from walls and railings) across, underneath, or through structures; availability
of designated walkways; lighting for visibility and security; and access (at interchanges,
for example).

5. Structures should have sidewalks on both sides of the roadway. If one-way bike
lanes or paths are on both sides of the roadway, they should be continued across or
through the structures and not be placed on one side of the structure. If walkways or
bikeways cannot continue across both sides of a structure, provisions should be made
to cross the road at each end of the structure to access the available walkway or path.

6. UDOT standards for bridges and other structures may be altered when

designed exclusively for bicycle, pedestrian, or combined pedestrian/bicycle facilities.
Loading and other requirements should be based on cost-effective design for the
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intended use. Some structures may need to consider loading for maintenance or
emergency vehicles and will be identified on an individual project basis.

7. On pathways for the exclusive use of non-motorized travel, it is recommended
that approaches to bridges, tunnels, etc., be flared outward from the path. Ata
minimum, bridges, boardwalks and tunnels should continue the full width of the
pathway. Where feasible, bridges, tunnels and boardwalks should also include
adequate shy distance (two feet on each side recommended) from bridge railings,
boardwalk edges, and tunnel walls to reduce the tendency of bicyclists to ride down the
center of narrow enclosures (risking head-on collision) and to allow bicycles and
pedestrians to cross together. Tunnels should provide vertical shy distance for
bicyclists, with a recommended clearance of ten feet in height. Vertical shy distance is
particularly important when the path has a downhill approach to a tunnel.

8. The need for night and daytime lighting should be considered for visibility and
security. Entering from bright sunlight into a dimly lit tunnel requires time for vision to
adjust. This situation may require daytime lighting.

9. In tunnels used by motor vehicles, the use of a bicyclist-activated warning
system should be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. This system, similar to
pedestrian-activated crosswalk signals, activates a lighted warning sign to let motorists
know that bicycles are in the tunnel.

XI. SHORT-TERM IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES AND MAINTENANCE

Due to funding limitations and the time required for programming, designing, and
constructing facilities, short-term implementation strategies can be helpful in making
bicycle facilities available in the near term or improving the safety of shared use by
bicycles and motorized vehicles. These may be projects that can be implemented with
minimal procedural requirements, that can be added to current projects without
significant design and cost adjustments, or be accomplished by adjusting maintenance
practices. Some strategies may also improve pedestrian access in areas where needs
have changed.

A. Pavement Resurfacing / Overlay / Restriping Projects -
C Asphalt paving and concrete gutters should join smoothly, without a drop-off
from the new pavement level to the existing gutter level.

C Unpaved shoulders should be gently sloped to join new pavement surfaces
without a drop-off, to allow bicycles to safely leave and re-enter the paved
roadway if necessary.
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Storm water drains and utility covers should be raised level (within one-
quarter inch) with the pavement surface, or the pavement should gently slope
to and away from the drain or utility cover.

Storm water drains that are not bicycle-safe should be replaced or retrofitted
to avoid catching a bicycle tire, which can cause the rider to go over the
handlebars and result in serious head and neck injuries. Grate openings in
the direction of travel should not exceed 100 mm (four inches). Retrofitting
should consider impacts to drainage and snow-plowing operations.

Project planning and design should consider the possibility of restriping to
provide an undesignated shoulder or designated bike lane meeting or
exceeding the most current AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle
Facilities. This may include reducing the width of one or more travel lanes,
adjusting the configuration of travel and turn lanes, or adjusting or restricting
on-street parking. On highways without curbs, as little as two feet of
shoulder width can improve cycling conditions.

If striping a shoulder or bike lane is not possible or desirable, project
planning and design should consider the possibility of providing a wider than
normal outside lane (wide curb lane) for shared use by bicycles and
motorized vehicles. Wide curb lanes can be particularly useful in smaller
towns, on community or neighborhood streets with lower traffic volumes,
where truck traffic volumes are low, and where street design encourages
lower speed limits.

ROUTE DESIGNATION-Where a designated bike lane is added, signs and
pavement markings will be included in accordance with the Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD). Where routes are designated as
Class 11l Shared Roadway Bike Routes, signs will be in accordance with the
MUTCD. Where shoulder lanes or wide outside lanes are provided or where
bicycle traffic is known to occur without these facilities (including routes not
designated as bikeways), Share the Road or Shared Roadway signs may be
added.

B. Highway Maintenance -

C

Pavement on shoulders and outside edges of roadways should be repaired
to eliminate pot-holes, deteriorating and unstable edges, drop-off from
pavement edges to unpaved shoulders, large pavement cracks, or other
conditions that are hazardous to bicycle travel.
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C

To remove hazards such as gravel, silt, broken glass and other debris,
sweeping highway shoulders should be given consideration especially in high
use corridors

C. Intersection Configuration and Signaling -

C

Intersections may need periodic reevaluation to consider changing needs for
walking, biking and transit access. Lack of cross-walks, incorrect signal
timing to cross wide roads, medians that interrupt legal crossings or fail to
provide a safe refuge area, free right-turn lanes, loops that are not
responsive to bicycles, and pedestrian-activated signal call buttons that are
inaccessible to bicycles make walking and biking difficult. A reasonable
detour for an automobile is less reasonable for a bicyclist, more
unreasonable for a pedestrian, and perhaps impossible for a disabled or
senior adult pedestrian. Adjustments to signals, medians and cross-walks
may significantly improve non-motorized access.

Some areas where automobile traffic is diverted (right or left-turn only, no
through-traffic) may be suitable for through-bicycle traffic (for example, near
universities or other centers that attract high numbers of bicyclists).
Alteration of signal cycles and modification of barrier medians to permit
passage of bicycles may be the only modifications needed to make these
areas accessible.

In areas where traffic-calming measures are considered, impacts to
bicyclists should be evaluated as well as benefits to pedestrians. It may be
decided that the needs of and potential benefits to one user group have
greater significance than the impacts to another user group at a given
location. Configurations that improve walkability, such as bulb-outs at
intersections to reduce width of cross-walks or on-street parking as a buffer
between pedestrians and motorists, may use the only space available for
bicycles where road width is a limiting factor. Traffic-calming measures that
are useful within towns and on local roads may not be suitable for high-
volume, regional corridors.
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Xlll.  SPECIAL EVENTS

UDOT’s Rule for Special Road Use, R920-4, states that UDOT will support
special events occurring on State roads. UDOT Permit Officers, the
Pedestrian/Bicycle Planner and Risk Management staff have developed a permit
application for special events on State roads, guidelines for various types of events,
and a participant waiver of liability. As part of the permit, a certificate of insurance is
required from the event sponsor listing UDOT as an additionally insured party.
Requests received through the Pedestrian/Bicycle Planning office are forwarded to the
Permit Officer for the Region where the event originates. The officer coordinates with
other affected Regions and issues a permit to cover the entire event. Providing a
uniform procedure and single contact point streamlines the process for sponsors,
improves our customer relations and the likelihood that groups will notify UDOT of their
plans, and moderates Region and District work loads.
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APPENDIX A - DEFINITIONS Used in the Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan -
the following terms are defined only as they are generally used within the Utah
Department of Transportation Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan and are
defined in general terms. Refer to the Utah State Code for legal definitions and
to specific references, such as the MUTCD, when the exact definition from the
reference may be important.

AASHTO - Association of American State Highway and Transportation Officials.
AASHTO Guidelines - Provisions of the most recently approved version of the
AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities.

ADA - Americans with Disabilities Act, which ensures accessibility for people with
special needs related to physical disabilities.

Amenities - improvements to facilities to make them more desirable for pedestrian and
bicycle use; may include bike racks or other parking, benches, trash receptacles,
restroom facilities, drinking fountains, informational or interpretive signage, landscaping,
picnic areas, public art displays, shelters, emergency telephones, or other
improvements.

ANSI - Provides certification for bicycle helmets with an ANSI sticker inside the helmet;
updated ANSI Z90.4-1996 standard is identical to the ASTM standard and replaces the
ANSI Z90.4-1984 standard (note: older helmets are still on the market).

ASTM - Provides certification for bicycle helmets with an ASTM sticker inside the
helmet.

Bicycle - a device typically having two tandem wheels more than 14 inches in diameter,
a frame, a saddle to support a rider, handlebars for steering, and that is human-
powered and non-motorized; also includes tandem bicycles; may include adult three-
wheeled tricycles or adaptive cycles for the disabled; may include a trailer for children
or for baggage pulled behind a bicycle.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator/Bicycle and Pedestrian Planner -Synonymous
Bicyclist - someone riding a bicycle.

Bike - see Bicycle

Bikeway - a path, lane or route designated for bicycle use, meeting the standards
prescribed by UDOT for a Class | bike path, Class Il bike lane, Class Il bike route, or
combined pedestrian/bicycle shared use path; does not include multi-use trails as
defined in this plan or sidewalks designed primarily for pedestrian use.

Bike Lane (Class Il Bikeway) - A special, reserved-use lane (may be shared use for
emergency vehicle access or emergency parking of disabled vehicles) for exclusive
operational use of bicycles. Where marked by signage and pavement markings, may
be shared use with motor vehicle right-turn only lanes.

Bike Path (Class | Bikeway) - A pathway designated for bicycles that is physically
separated from the roadway by grade, physical barrier, landscape median, or by a
space of at least five feet.
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Bike Route (Class Ill Bikeway, Shared Roadway) - A signed, designated route for
bicyclists that does not provide a dedicated space for bikes; bicycles share the traffic
lane with motorized vehicles.

Cache MPO - Cache Metropolitan Planning Organization - metropolitan
transportation planning agency for the Logan urbanized area.

Class | Bikeway - See Bike Path.

Class Il Bikeway - See Bike Lane.

Class Il Shared Use Path - See Shared Use Path.

Class lll Bikeway - See Bike Route.

County Road - a road maintained by a County within the State of Utah that is not a
State Road.

CPSC - U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission - Provides the newest
standards for bicycle helmet safety. All CPSC helmets have a label or sticker indicating
the helmet meets the standard.

Cyclist - See Bicyclist.

Equestrian - someone riding a horse for recreation or transportation, or descriptive
term related to use of a facility by horses

Facilities - sidewalks, roadways, routes, lanes, paths, or trails for pedestrians,
bicycles or equestrians, including signage and painted pavement markings; may also
include support facilities and amenities such as bicycle racks, lockers, or trail-heads, or
safety features such as lighting or emergency phones.

FHWA - U. S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration
Helmet - head gear for bicycling to protect the rider’'s head from impact; should be
safety certified (CPSC standards, Snell Memorial Foundation certification or meets
ASTM or ANSI Z90.4-1996 standards).

Local Road - a road maintained by a City within the State of Utah that is not a State
road.

MAG - Mountainland Association of Governments, metropolitan planning organization
for urbanized areas of Utah County.

MPO - Metropolitan Planning Organization

Multi-use Trails - paths separate from the roadway, designed for combined
pedestrian/bicycle use, which do not meet UDOT guidelines for a bicycle path or
shared use pedestrian/bicycle path - unless design exceptions are effectively mitigated
- or may not meet user expectations due to deviations from accepted design or
construction practices to a degree that designation as a bikeway or path is not
appropriate.

MUTCD - Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, most recently approved version.
NHTSA - National Highway Traffic Safety Administration.

Nonmotorized - transportation modes, such as walking, running, bicycling, skating,
cross-country skiing, snow-shoeing, or horseback riding, except that motorized
pedestrian vehicles for the disabled may be included when operating at a speed
compatible with other pedestrian use as defined under USC.

73



Pedestrian - someone traveling by foot or using a wheelchair (may include some
pedestrian vehicles for the disabled under USC) for transportation or recreation, and
afforded rights and responsibilities by Utah State Code.

Pedestrian Conveyance - a vehicle, device or conveyance with any number of wheels,
with a riding surface of any design, and specifically includes scooters, upon which a
person may place one or more feet, and which is designed to be or can be propelled
by the operator's human power or by gravitational force, or by ancillary motors or
engines.

Pedestrian Vehicles for the Disabled - motorized or non-motorized wheelchairs or
carts used by pedestrians unable to walk due to a physical disability or health condition;
under USC 41-6-82.50, “any self-propelled conveyance designed manufactured, and
intended for the exclusive use of persons with a physical disability, but the vehicle may
not: I) exceed 48 inches in width; ii) have an engine or motor with more than 300 cubic
centimeters displacement or with more than 12 brake horsepower; iii) be capable of
developing a speed in excess of 30 miles per hour.” Operation of a pedestrian vehicle
on the sidewalk or other pedestrian areas is limited under USC to having “a motor of
not more than .5 brake horsepower capable of developing a speed of not more than
eight miles per hour.”

Physical disability - any bodily impairment which precludes a person from walking or
otherwise moving about as a pedestrian (USC 41-6-82.50).

Shared Roadway - see Bike Route.

Shared Use Path (Class | Path) - A pathway for combined pedestrian and bicycle
use, that is physically separated from the roadway by grade, physical barrier,
landscape median, or by a space of at least five feet.

Shoulder - a paved surface, usually from two to ten feet in width, adjacent to and
contiguous with the pavement of a roadway travel lane; may be separated from the
roadway by a painted line and may include a rumble strip.

Sidewalk - a concrete or other paved surface meeting UDOT standards for pedestrian
travel.

Skater - A person using non-motorized roller skates, in-line skates, or a skateboard.
SLRP - Statewide Long Range Transportation Plan (UDQOT).

Snell Memorial Foundation - provides certification for bicycle helmets with a Snell
sticker inside the helmet; tested with greater impacts and may provide greater
coverage than ASTM or ANSI, according to the Bicycle Helmet Safety Institute (a local,
Washington, D.C. area, nonprofit organization).

State Road - a road or highway designated as a State Route, an interstate highway,
freeway, expressway, beltway, or other part of the interstate system including
interchanges, or a U. S. highway that is part of the national highway system; may be
two or more travel lanes; may be painted for two-way traffic or divided one-way
sections; may include associated medians, barriers, fencing, islands, turn-outs,
sidewalks, bikeways, multi-use paths or trails, shoulders used by bicyclists or
pedestrians, rest areas, traffic control devices, structures, safety and support facilities,
or amenities within the transportation corridor right-of-way.
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State Transportation System - facilities and programs for providing transportation
within the State of Utah; includes States Roads and other transportation facilities and
programs for motorized and non-motorized travel including automobiles, commercial
trucking, public transit, railway, aeronautics, bicycling, and walking, that are owned,
constructed, maintained, operated or regulated by the Utah Department of
Transportation.

STIP - Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (UDOT).

Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (UDOT) - The five-year plan for
transportation projects approved for funding or concept development, updated annually.
Statewide Long Range Transportation Plan (UDOT) - The UDOT long range (20-
year) transportation plan, as most recently approved, including plans, documents or
inventories approved by reference.

Structures - bridges, overpasses, viaducts, underpasses, box culverts, tunnels or
other supportive or auxiliary elements of a road, sidewalk, path, or trail, including
abutments, railings, and other fixtures.

Support Facilities - see Amenities

TIP - Transportation Improvement Program (MPOSs)

Transportation linkage - a path or other facility that has a linkage to the
transportation system, as for a primarily recreational path that diverts pedestrians and
bicyclists that would otherwise be using the highway.

Transportation purpose - a sidewalk, bikeway, combined pedestrian/bicycle shared
use path, or multi-use trail serving the purpose of a transportation corridor; may be a
commuter facility or primarily recreational facility also serving a transportation function
or having a transportation linkage (the exception being a closed loop trail or other
facility that does not benefit the State transportation system by removing bicycles and
pedestrians currently using or expected to use the vehicular lanes or shoulders of a
State road or other State or federally supported roadway).

USC - Utah State Code.

WFRC - Wasatch Front Regional Council, metropolitan planning organization for
urbanized areas of Salt Lake, Davis, and Weber Counties.
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APPENDIX B - DOCUMENT REFERENCES

The following references were used and may be referred to in the Statewide
Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan:

The AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 1991

Selecting Roadway Design Treatments to Accommodate Bicycles, US DOT - FHWA,
1994

The Uniform Vehicle Code
The Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), 1988
A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, AASHTO, 1994

Manual and Specifications on School Crossing Zones, Supplement to Part VII of the
MUTCD, UDOT Division of Traffic and Safety, 1992

The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA)

The Utah State Code

Utah Administrative Code, Utah Department of Transportation Policies and Procedures
The Americans With Disabilities Act

Nationwide Personal Transportation Study, U. S. DOT, FHWA, 1990

Pro Bike News - various issues

Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning Under ISTEA, Participant Workbook for NHI Course
No. 15135, U. S. DOT, FHWA, Publication no. FHWA-HI-94-028, June 1994

Share the Road: Let's Make America Bicycle Friendly, The Surface Transportation
Policy Project, Environmental Working Group, and the Bicycle Federation of
America, May 1997

Mean Streets, The Surface Transportation Policy Project, Environmental Working
Group, and the Bicycle Federation of America, 1997

76



NBPC Technical Brief: The Economic and Social Benefits of Off-Road Bicycle and
Pedestrian Facilities, Technical Assistance Series, Number 2, National Bicycle
and Pedestrian Clearinghouse, September 1996

Physical Activity and Health: A Report of the Surgeon General, U. S. Department of
Health and Human Services, July 1996

Utah Crash Summary, Utah Department of Public Safety, Highway Safety Office, 1995

Safe & Sober Campaign, National Highway Transportation Safety Administration,
December 1996

Bicycle Planning and Facility Workshop, Program Materials, Northwestern University
Traffic Institute, June 1996

Utah Valley Non-Motorized Transportation System, Mountainland Association of
Governments, November 1996

Utah Valley Area Technical Study survey and report, Mountainland Association of
Governments, 1974

Wasatch Front Region Short Range Bicycle Plan, Wasatch Front Regional Council,
March 1987

Travel Model Recalibration Study and Home Interview Survey, Wasatch Front
Regional Council, 1994

Salt Lake Area Bicycle Study, UDOT Urban Transportation Planning Section, Wasatch
Front Regional Council, National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Federal
Highway Administration, Utah Department of Public Safety, January 1976

Statewide Long Range Transportation Plan, Utah Department of Transportation, 1995

Statewide Transportation Improvement Program, Utah Department of Transportation,
1996

Public Involvement Procedures for Planning and Programming, Utah Department of
Transportation, 1995

Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, June 14, 1995
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California Dept of Transportation Bikeway Planning and Design / Highway Design
Manual, Chapter 1000, July 1993

Florida Pedestrian Planning and Design Guidelines, May 1996
Florida Bicycle Facilities Planning and Design Manual, April 1996

State of Wyoming, information and maps provided by the Statewide Pedestrian and
Bicycle Planning Program

State of Colorado, information provided by the Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle
Planning Program

Association of Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals, information obtained through
networking service over the Internet

Greenways: A Guide to Planning, Design, and Development, Loring LaB. Schwarz,
Editor, Charles A. Fink and Robert M. Searns, Authors, The Conservation Fund,
Island Press, 1993

Trails for the Twenty-First Century: Planning, Design, and Management Manual for
Multi-Use Trails, Karen-Lee Ryan, Editor, Charles A. Fink, Peter Lagerwey,
Diana Balmori, and Robert M. Searns, Authors, Rails-to-Trails Conservancy,
Island Press, 1993.
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APPENDIX C - STATE OF UTAH AND FEDERAL CODES, REGULATIONS, AND
POLICIES PERTAINING TO BICYCLES AND PEDESTRIANS

This section includes photocopied materials from the Utah State Code (USC) and the
Utah Administrative Code (UAC):
USC Title 27 Highways

Chapter 12 Highway Code
Article 1 Legislative Intent and Definitions

USC 27-12-2. Definitions

UAC

27-12-7. General duties of the department
27-12-111. Authority to provide and maintain limited-access facilities - Powers of
highway authorities.
27-14-6. Pedestrian safety to be considered in highway planning.
Title 41 Motor Vehicles
Chapter 1 Motor Vehicle Act
Part 1 Administration
41-1a-102. Definitions.
Chapter 6 Traffic Rules and Regulations
Article 1 Definitions of Terms
41-6-1. Definitions
Article 3 Traffic Signs, Signals and Markings
41-6-20 through 26
Article 7 Regulations Applicable to Driving on Right Side of
Highway, Overtaking, Passing and Other Rules of the Road
41-6-64 and 65
Article 9 Right of Way
41-6-76.10
Article 10 Pedestrian’s Rights and Duties
41-6-77 through 82.50
Article 11 Bicycles, Regulation of Operation
41-6-83 through 90

R907-40-1. Informing Citizens, Government Agencies, Nondiscrimination.
R918-3. Snow Removal

R920-4. Policy for Special Road Use

R926-4. Enhancements

79



APPENDIX D - AGENCIES PROVIDING SAFETY AND EDUCATIONALPROGRAMS

Utah Department of Transportation

4501 South 2700 West, Salt Lake City UT

C Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning Program
Office of Program Development, phone 801-965-3897
Box 143600, Salt Lake City UT 84114-3600

C Operation Lifesaver
Traffic and Safety Division, phone 801-965-4259
Box 143200, Salt Lake City UT 84114-3200

C Community Relations, phone 801-965-4104
Box 141200, Salt Lake City UT 84114-1200

Utah Department of Public Safety
C Highway Safety Office, phone 801-293-2480
5263 South 300 West, Suite 202
Salt Lake City, UT 84107
Utah Safety Council, phone 801-262-5400
* 5263 South 300 West, Murray UT 84107

Utah Department of Health
Violence and Injury Prevention Program, phone 538-6864
288 North 1460 West
Box 142106, Salt Lake City UT 84114-2106

Utah Office of Education
Pupil Transportation, phone 801-538-7666
250 East 500 South, Salt Lake City UT 84111

Utah Department of Natural Resources
Parks and Recreation Division, phone 801-538-7344
1636 West North Temple
Box 146001, Salt Lake City UT 84114-6001

Utah Governor’s Council on Health and Physical Fitness, phone 801-538-6120
Box 142872, Salt Lake City UT 84114-2872

Salt Lake Valley Health Department, phone 801-944-6684
1954 East Fort Union Blvd, Salt Lake City UT 84121

Also check with: your County Health Dept, Sheriff's Dept, County or City Parks and Recreation Dept,
County or City Transportation or Engineering Dept, City Police Dept, or Local School District.
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APPENDIX E - PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The following activities were included in the public involvement efforts for soliciting input
during the development of the Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan and for meeting
public needs for planning, safety, transportation, and tourism information:

C
C

C

Informational flier, prepared February 1996

Utah Chapter of the American Planning Association, Winter Conference, distributed
informational flier, February 1996

Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan Comment Card, April 1996 - distributed by personal
contact with cities, counties, bicycle clubs, mail out to bicycle shops, various special
events, enclosed with informational requested by resident and out-of-state tourists,
with invitational letter to provide input and comments following their biking tour
Statewide Biking...Walking...ADA Accessibility Informational Questionnaire, July
1996 - distributed through same channels as Comment Card (included only with in-
state resident tourism information packages) and additionally made available
through UDOT Internet web site and by e-mailing to State agencies’ public
information officers

Information prepared for UDOT Internet web site on planning activities, resources
available, contacts with other groups for more information, safety and biking laws,
citizen response questionnaire, announcement of plan availability, hot links to other
agencies providing biking and walking information

Article published in the newsletter for the Utah Chapter of the American Planning
Association, 1996

Article published in the Fast Lane, Utah Dept of Transportation employee
newsletter, 1996

Article submitted to Capitol Connections, State of Utah employee newsletter, not
published

Cycling Utah published Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan solicitation of input announcement,
1996

Presentations to Utah League of Towns and Cities Road School, St. George, 1996
and 1998

Presentations at Transportation Engineers’ Conference, Snowbird, 1996 and 1998
Accepted planning input through questionnaires, cards, letters, e-mails, telephone
calls, meetings - ongoing

UTA Bike Bonanza, August 1996 - booth, drawings for helmets, provided other
safety information and materials, distributed bike plan questionnaire, flier, comment
card

Bike Month in Utah, May 1997, designated by Governor Michael O. Leavitt, worked
in conjunction with bicycle advocacy groups; sent articles on bicycling safety and
motorist awareness to community newspapers in conjunction with Bike Month,
resulting in several newspaper articles; sent letters offering safety
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brochures, comment cards, questionnaires, and providing samples to bicycle shops
throughout Utah and requesting their assistance in educating their customers about
safe bicycling during Bike Month and on an ongoing basis, resulting in several shops
requesting supplies of safety brochures for their customers; press releases on Bike
Month

Various contacts with the press and other media, with resulting coverage of
planning and safety issues related to walking and biking

Provided informational packages for Transportation Demand Seminar conducted by
UDOT 1-15 Team for large (over 100 employees) employers

Invited speaker for meeting of Bonneville Bicycle Touring Club, with press coverage
by Cycling Utah, 1997

Toys R Us Bicycle Safety Awareness Day, June 1997 - provided educational
materials and give-away safety items

UTA Bike Bonanza and Salt Lake City Arts Festival, June 1997 - provided planning
and safety information and give-aways to be distributed by UTA staff

Notices of availability mailed to citizens providing addresses through their
comments, bicycle shops and bike clubs, public agencies, publication in Cycling
Utah, posting on UDOT Internet web site, press releases, and other avenues

Draft plans made available through UDOT offices statewide, some public libraries,
some mail-outs, and posting on UDOT Internet web site

Contacts and participation with citizen committees, contacts with public agencies
during statewide and regional planning processes, contacts with the general public
Statewide Planning public involvement meetings (eleven conducted statewide Fall
1996, twelve in 1997, seven in 1998)

1998 questionnaire and mapping project for input to statewide bicycle maps for
planning and cyclist information.

82



APPENDIX F - Tables from the Utah Crash Summary 1999

The tables in Appendix F are from the Utah Crash Summary, compiled by the
Utah Department of Public Safety from information provided by local law enforcement
agencies and collected by the Utah Highway Safety Office and UDOT. For complete
information, please refer to the Utah Crash Summary, published annually by the
Highway Safety Office, 5263 South 300 West, Suite 202, Salt Lake City, Utah
84107 - Phone 801-293-2480. Sources of data include the State Accident Report,
Supplemental Fatal Accident Report, newspapers, death certificates, obituaries, the
Department of Health Bureau of Vital Statistics, the Medical Examiner's Office, the
Utah Governor's Office of Budget and Planning and the UDOT Division of Utah Highway
Performance Monitoring System. The University of Utah Crash Outcome Data
Evaluation System (CODES) compiled the files into the format used in the Crash
Summary.

The following tables from the Utah Crash Summary 1999 are included in the

Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan with permission from the Highway Safety Office
Director, Utah Department of Public Safety, 1999.
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I ntroduction

The Utah Crash Summary is produced annually, and identifies and describes the
trends and effects of traffic crashes in Utah. The statistics within the Utah Crash Summary
describe factors that contribute to the occurrence of crashes, and crash-related injuries and
fabtalities. This report is designed to helghten awareness about traffic safety by alowing safety
program speciaists and public health personnel to identify areas where education or programs
may be focused in an effort to reduce traffic-related injuries and fatalities.

The datafor this summary is derived from Utah crash reports. These reported are
completed by law enforcement officers throughout the state who collect data from crash scenes
on public roadways. Information is collected when a crash involves injuries or fatalities, when
the jurisdiction in which the crash occurs requires it, or when the responding officer determines
that areport is warranted.

Crash reports are forwarded to the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) for
central collection. UDOT reviews the crash report forms and enters the data into a database
called the Crash Analysis Reporting System (CARS). Beginning in 1997, all private property
crashes ere excluded from CARS. Since private property crashes accounted for approximately
10% of crashesin previous years, the decrease in crashes since 1997 is due in part to the
exclusion of private property crashes. Additional information is collected on fatal crashes and
compiled into a separate database, the Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS). This
database was used for the reporting of acohol and other drug-related fatal crashes and fatalities.

This report was prepared by the Utah Crash Outcome Data Evaluation System (CODES) project
located at the Intermountain Injury Control Research Center, University of Utah School of
Medicine. For more information, please contact:

Stacey Knight

Utah Crash Outcome Data Evauation System (CODEYS)
410 Chipeta Way, Suite 222

Sat Lake City, Utah 84108

(801) 581-6410

This crash summary is also available on the internet at http://codes.med.utah.edu/UtahCrash1999



1999 Drivers Involved in Pedestrian Crashes

Table 3.11 and Figure 3.05 shows that drivers between the ages of 20 to 24 years
represented the greatest percentage (16.7%) of driversinvolved in a pedestrian crash.
The largest percentage (22.2%) of driversinvolved in fatal pedestrian crashes werein the
age groups 25 to 29 years.

Table 3.11 Ageof Driversin Total Crashes, Injury Crashes and Fatal Crashes Involving Pedestrians, Utah 1999

Ped. Total Crashes|Ped. Injury Crasheq Ped. Fatal Crashes
Driver'sAge|#Drivers %  |#Drivers % #Drivers %
<15 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
15-19 114 15.6% 106 15.8% 7 19.4%
20- 24 122 16.7% 114 17.0% 6 16.7%
25-29 82 11.2% 72 10.7% 8 22.2%
30-34 44 6.0% 39 5.8% 3 8.3%
35-39 73 10.0% 65 9.7% 3 8.3%
40 - 44 56 7.7% 50 7.5% 3 8.3%
45 - 49 37 5.1% 33 4.9% 3 8.3%
50-54 31 4.2% 28 4.2% 2 5.6%
55-59 20 2.7% 18 2.7% 0 0.0%
60 - 64 15 2.0% 13 1.9% 0 0.0%
65 - 69 10 1.4% 10 1.5% 0 0.0%
70- 74 17 2.3% 16 2.4% 0 0.0%
75-79 7 1.0% 7 1.0% 0 0.0%
80- 84 6 0.8% 6 0.9% 0 0.0%
85 + 2 0.3% 2 0.3% 0 0.0%
Missing 96 13.1% 91 13.6% 1 2.8%
Grand Total 732  100.0%| 670 100.0% 36 100.0%

Note: More than one driver may be involved in a pedestrian crash and driver information may be
missing (e.g. a hit and run).
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The factors contributing to pedestrian crashes are listed in Table 3.10. These factors were
coded by the officers at the scene for vehicles involved in the crash. The officer may record no
contributing factor or up to two different contributing factors. The primary contributing factor
recorded for al types of pedestrian crashes was "improper lookout" followed by "failed to yield
right of way." Alcohol and other drugs appear to be an important contributing factor in fatal
pedestrian crashes. While "DUI," "had been drinking" and "under the influence of drugs"
account for 3% of contributing factorsin all pedestrian crashes, these factors accounted for 6 % in
fatal pedestrian crashes.

Table 3.10 Contributing Factorsin Total Crashes, Injury Crashes and Fatal Crashes Involving Pedestrians, Utah 1999

Ped. Total Crasheq Ped. Injury Crashes| Ped. Fatal Crashes

Contributing Factors # % # % # %
Improper L ookout 186 36.5% 172 36.2% 4 23.5%
Failed to Yield the Right of Way 115 22.6% 110 23.2% 2 11.8%
Hit and Run 81 15.9% 75 15.8% 2 11.8%
Other Improper Driving 35 6.9% 33 6.9% 0 0.0%
Speed Too Fast 16 3.1% 13 2.7% 3 17.6%
Improper Parking 8 1.6% 8 1.7% 0 0.0%
Windshield Not Clear 7 1.4% 7 1.5% 0 0.0%
Non-Contact Vehicle Involved 7 1.4% 4 0.8% 3 17.6%
Improper Backing 7 1.4% 6 1.3% 1 5.9%
Had Been Drinking 7 1.4% 6 1.3% 1 5.9%
Driving Under the Influence 7 1.4% 7 1.5% 0 0.0%
Improper Turn 6 1.2% 5 1.1% 0 0.0%
Disregarded Traffic Signa 6 1.2% 5 1.1% 0 0.0%
Improper Overtaking 4 0.8% 4 0.8% 0 0.0%
Passed Stop Sign 3 0.6% 3 0.6% 0 0.0%
Other Defective Condition 3 0.6% 3 0.6% 0 0.0%
Following Too Closely 3 0.6% 3 0.6% 0 0.0%
Under the Influence of Drugs 2 0.4% 2 0.4% 0 0.0%
Vehicle Rolling in Traffic Lane 1 0.2% 1 0.2% 0 0.0%
Headlights Insufficient or Out 1 0.2% 0 0.0% 1 5.9%
Headlights Glaring 1 0.2% 1 0.2% 0 0.0%
Drove Left of Center 1 0.2% 1 0.2% 0 0.0%
Brakes Defective 1 0.2% 1 0.2% 0 0.0%
Asleep 1 0.2% 1 0.2% 0 0.0%
Wrong Side of Road 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Failed to Signal 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Down Hill Runaway 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Callison Fire 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Cargo Loss or Shift 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Grand Total 509 100.0% 475 100.0% 17 100.0%
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1999 Pedestrian Crashes by County

The rates of pedestrian-involved crashes, injury crashes and fatal crashes by
county are shown in Table 3.02. There are two different rates given; one based on
population of the county, and another on the milestraveled in the county. The top three
counties for pedestrian-involved crashes and injury crashes based on miles traveled were
Weber, Salt Lake and Utah.

Table 3.02 Total Crashes, Injury Crashes and Fatal Crashes Involving Pedestrians by County, Utah 1999

Ped. Total Crashes Ped. Injury Crashes Ped. Fatal Crashes
Rate per Rate per Rate  Rateper Rateper Rateper
100 10,000 per 100 10,000 1000 10,000
County # MVMT Population # MVMT Population # MVMT Population
Beaver 1 05 16 1 05 16 0 0.0 0.0
Box Elder 11 13 27 10 11 24 1 11 0.2
Cache 24 32 27 22 29 24 2 26 0.2
Carbon 2 0.6 0.9 2 0.6 0.9 0 0.0 0.0
Daggett 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0
Davis 48 24 21 42 21 18 5 25 0.2
Duchesne 4 22 2.8 4 22 2.8 0 0.0 0.0
Emery 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0
Garfidd 1 0.8 22 1 0.8 22 0 0.0 0.0
Grand 2 0.7 20 2 0.7 20 0 0.0 0.0
Iron 6 11 19 6 11 19 0 0.0 0.0
Juab 1 0.3 0.0 1 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0
Kane 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0
Millard 2 05 1.6 2 05 16 0 0.0 0.0
Morgan 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0
Piute 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0
Rich 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0
SdtlLake | 366 51 43 336 4.7 40 14 19 0.2
San Juan 5 20 38 5 20 38 0 0.0 0.0
Sanpete 5 22 23 4 17 19 1 43 05
Sevier 4 11 21 4 11 21 0 0.0 0.0
Summit 4 0.7 16 4 0.7 16 0 0.0 0.0
Toode 4 0.6 12 3 05 0.9 1 16 0.3
Uintah 1 04 04 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0
Utah 127 4.3 3.8| 118 4.0 35 6 21 0.2
Wasatch 2 0.8 15 2 0.8 15 0 0.0 0.0
Washington | 24 29 30, 20 24 25 2 24 0.3
Wayne 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0
Weber 76 5.1 41 72 49 39 3 20 0.2
Statewide | 720 33 34| 661 30 31 35 1.6 0.2
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Drivers between the ages of 15 to 24 years represented the greatest percentage of
motor vehicle drivers (31.0%) involved in atotal bicyclist-motor vehicle crash, while
drivers aged 25 to 29 years accounted for one-third of derivers (33.3%) involved in fatal

1999 Drivers Involved in
Bicyclist-Motor Vehicle Crashes

bicyclist-motor vehicle crashes (Table 4.11).

Table4.11 Age of DriversInvolved in Bicyclist-Motor Vehicle (B-MV) Totd Crashes, Injury
Crashes and Fatal Crashes, Utah 1999

B-MV Total Crashe3B-MV Injury Crasheq B-MV Fatal Crashes
Driver'sAge|#Drivers % #Drivers % # Drivers %
<15 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
15-19 132 16.5% 120 16.4% 0 0.0%
20- 24 116 14.5% 104 14.2% 1 16.7%
25-29 89 11.1% 82 11.2% 2 33.3%
30-34 73 9.1% 70 9.6% 0 0.0%
35-39 69 8.6% 59 8.1% 1 16.7%
40 - 44 70 8.7% 63 8.6% 1 16.7%
45 - 49 47 5.9% 42 5.7% 1 16.7%
50-54 37 4.6% 32 4.4% 0 0.0%
55-59 27 3.4% 27 3.7% 0 0.0%
60 - 64 20 2.5% 19 2.6% 0 0.0%
65 - 69 6 0.7% 5 0.7% 0 0.0%
70-74 17 2.1% 16 2.2% 0 0.0%
75-79 13 1.6% 13 1.8% 0 0.0%
80- 84 3 0.4% 3 0.4% 0 0.0%
85+ 4 0.5% 4 0.5% 0 0.0%
Missng 79 9.9% 72 9.8% 0 0.0%
Grand Total 802 100.0% 731 100.0% 6 100.0%

Note: More than one driver may be involved in bicyclistmotor vehicle crashes and driver information may
be missing (e.g. a hit and run).
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The factors contributing to bicycle-motor vehicle crashes are listed in Table 4.10.
These factors were coded by the law officers at the scene for motor vehiclesinvolved in
the crash. The officer may record on contributing factor or up to two different
contributing factors. The primary contributing factors recorded for total bicyclist-motor
vehicle crashes and injury crashes were "improper lookout," "failure to yield right of
way," and "hit and run." "DUI" and "had been drinking" accounted for 0.8% of
contributing factorsin total bicyclist-motor vehicle crashes and injury crashes.

Table 4.10 Contributing Factors of Bicyclist-Motor Vehicle (B-MV) Total Crashes and Injury Crashes, Utah 1999

B-MV Total Crashes| B-MV Injury Crashes| B-MV Fatal Crashes

Contributing Factors # % # % # %
Improper Lookout 261 49.2% 238 49.1% 1 33.3%
Failed to Yidd the Right of Way 130 24.5% 123 25.4% 0 0.0%
Hit and Run 56 10.5% 49 10.1% 0 0.0%
Other Improper Driving 19 3.6% 14 2.9% 1 33.3%
Improper Turn 16 3.0% 16 3.3% 0 0.0%
Speed Too Fast 12 2.3% 10 2.1% 0 0.0%
Windshidd Not Clear 7 1.3% 6 1.2% 1 33.3%
Digregarded Treffic Sgnd 6 1.1% 6 1.2% 0 0.0%
Passed Stop Sign 5 0.9% 5 1.0% 0 0.0%
Following Too Closdly 3 0.6% 3 0.6% 0 0.0%
Failed to Sgnd 3 0.6% 3 0.6% 0 0.0%
Driving Under the Influence 2 0.4% 2 0.4% 0 0.0%
Improper Overtaking 2 0.4% 1 0.2% 0 0.0%
Had Been Drinking 2 0.4% 2 0.4% 0 0.0%
Heedlights Glaring 1 0.2% 1 0.2% 0 0.0%
Eyesight Defective Uncorrected 1 0.2% 1 0.2% 0 0.0%
i 1 0.2% 1 0.2% 0 0.0%
Improper Backing 1 0.2% 1 0.2% 0 0.0%
Brakes Defective 1 0.2% 1 0.2% 0 0.0%
Towed Vehide 1 0.2% 1 0.2% 0 0.0%
Wrong Way on One Way Street 1 0.2% 1 0.2% 0 0.0%
Grand Totd 531 100.0% 485 100.0% 3 100.0%
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1999 Bicyclists by County

Table 4.13 shows the number of bicyclists, injured bicyclists and bicyclist
fatalities involved in motor vehicle crashes by county. While most bicyclists were
involved in crashes occurring in Salt Lake County, this county did not have the highest
rates per vehicle milestraveled. The leading county for total bicyclists and injured
bicyclistsinvolved in amotor vehicle crash per million vehicle miles traveled was Utah

County.
Table4.13 Total Bicyclists, Injured Bicyclists and Bicyclist Fatalities by County, Utah 1999
Total Bicyclists Injured Bicydlists Bicyclist Fatalities
Rateper RatePer Rateper RatePer Rateper RatePer
100 10,000 100 10,000 10,000 100,000
County # MVMT Populationf # MVMT Population| # MVMT Population
Beaver 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0
Box Elder 5 0.6 1.2 5 0.6 1.2 0 0.0 0.0
Cache 39 5.1 4.5 38 5.0 4.4 0 0.0 0.0
Carbon 5 14 2.3 5 14 2.3 0 0.0 0.0
Daggett 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0
Davis 75 3.7 3.4 69 3.4 3.1 0 0.0 0.0
Duchesne 4 2.2 2.8 4 2.2 2.8 0 0.0 0.0
Emery 1 0.3 0.9 1 0.3 0.9 0 0.0 0.0
Gafidd 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0
Grand 7 25 7.4 6 2.2 6.3 1 36.3 10.6
Iron 10 1.8 3.4 10 1.8 3.4 0 0.0 0.0
Juab 3 0.9 3.9 2 0.6 2.6 0 0.0 0.0
Kane 1 0.8 1.5 1 0.8 1.5 0 0.0 0.0
Millard 1 0.2 0.8 1 0.2 0.8 0 0.0 0.0
Morgan 2 1.7 3.0 2 1.7 3.0 0 0.0 0.0
Piute 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0
Rich 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0
Sat Lake 419 5.8 50 373 5.2 4.5 4 5.6 0.5
San Juan 5 2.0 3.8 5 2.0 3.8 0 0.0 0.0
Sanpete 3 1.3 1.5 3 1.3 1.5 0 0.0 0.0
Sevier 3 0.8 1.6 3 0.8 1.6 0 0.0 0.0
SUmmit 3 0.5 1.2 3 0.5 1.2 0 0.0 0.0
Toode 6 0.9 1.8 6 0.9 1.8 0 0.0 0.0
Uintah 5 1.8 2.1 4 15 1.7 1 36.7 4.1
Utah 181 6.2 5. 167 5.7 5.1 1 3.4 0.3
Wasatch 6 25 4.6 6 25 4.6 0 0.0 0.0
Washington| 20 24 2.6 20 2.4 2.6 0 0.0 0.0
Wayne 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0
Weber 51 3.4 2.8 43 2.9 2.4 0 0.0 0.0
Statewide | 855 3.9 4.2 777 3.6 3.8 7 3.2 0.3
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QUICK REFERENCE ENGLISH/METRIC
CONVERSION TABLE
for Common Measurements

(Refer to Appropriate Guidance to Determine Minimum
and Preferred Widths, Clearances, Etc.)

BIKEWAYS “ENGLISH” METRIC
Bike lane 4,5, 6 feet 1.2,15,1.8
meters
Wide shared 14 - 15 feet 4.2 - 4.5 meters
lane
Multi-use or 10 feet 3 meters
Shared-use path
(high use) 12 feet 3.6 meters
Bike lane stripe 8 inches 200 millimeters
Shoulder stripe 4 inches 100 millimeters
Vertical 10 feet 3 meters
clearance
Shy distance 2 feet 0.6 meters
Rail Height 52 inches 1.4 meters

Dimensions are clear, paved space, exclusive of curbs, gutter pan, rumble strips, and
obstructions.
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